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THE MSS. OF ORIGEN’S COMMENTARIES ON S. JOHN. 


OF the extant manuscripts of the Commentaries on 8S. John, 
three only have been used by the editors. So far as I have been 
able to discover, there are seven in existence. If we count Thorn- 
dike’s transcription of the Bodleian Manuscript, there are eight. 
The existence of a ninth is doubtful, but this question will be 
more easily discussed later on. The three which seem to have 
been used by the editors are at Paris, Rome and Oxford. The 
similarity of the text contained in them and the fact that they all 
contained many common lacunae, pointed to their derivation from > 
a near common ancestor. The following pages are an attempt to 
shew that this ancestor still exists, though unfortunately in a bad 
state of preservation, in the Library at Munich. 

The Manuscripts are as follows :— 

I. Codex Monacensis. In the Munich State Library, Graec. 
CxcI; thus described in the Catalogue, “ Bombycinus charta obso- 
leta et laesa atramento flavescente literis minutis et elegantibus 
frequenti abbreviatione in folio, ff. 305, saec. x111. foliorum ordine 


_turbato male conservatus et inscriptus dud. p16’, Origenis Comm. 


in Matt. et Jn.” 

Of the Commentaries on 8S. John it contains Bks. 1. 2. 6. 10. 
13. 19, 20. 28. 32 (33 according to Hardt’s Catalogue, but this is 
an error). Thus the MS. follows the true division of the Books. 
The Ferrarian division (that invented or adopted by Ambrosius 
Ferrarius in his translation) into 32 books is added in the margin 
by a later hand. 

Minuscules are used, hanging from ruled lines, there being one 
column of 30 lines on each page, in the Commentaries on 8, John, 

B. | 1 
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The Commentaries on S. Matthew are in another hand and contain 
36 lines on a page. In both red semi-capitals are often used at 
the beginning of sentences, but not uniformly. The MS. is stained 
at the top and bottom, and worm-eaten in many places. The order 
of the folios in 8, Matthew is much confused, and one or two pages 
are wanting. 

The title-page of the MS. has the following description : 

“Origenis in D. Matt. Ev. tomus 11 init. mut. 12. 13, 14. 15. 
16. et in evang. Johann. tom. 1. 2. 6. 9. 13. 19. 20. 32.” 

In the middle of the page are the arms, below which is written : 

“Ex electorali Bibliotheca sereniss, utriusque Bavariae Ducum.” 

This description is inaccurate. Most of Bk. x. of the Comm. 
in Matt. is there, and also Bk. xvi. And with regard to the 
Comm. in Joann. 9 is a mistake for 10, and 28 should have bee 
inserted. } . 

Huet mentions a MS. of the Commentaries on S. Matthew in 
his Origeniana It. 111.12. “In Catalogo librorum ducis Bavariae 
notatur Tomus Undecimus initio quoque mutilus cum proxime 
sequentibus quinque.” And as to the Commentaries on 8. John he 
was again misinformed. ‘“ Hosdem (ie. 1. 2. 6. 10. 13. 19. 20. 28. 
32) complectitur Tomos praeter decimum et vigesimum octavum 
memoratus liber in bibliothecae Bavaricae Catalogo” (111. ii. 14). 
The 10th and the 28th books are contained, as well as the rest, in 
the Manuscript. The Catalogue which he used must have had 
the same mistakes which occur on the title-page of the MS. | 

The Commentaries on S. John are preceded by a short preface 
' stating that in the archetype of the MS. were several marginal 
notes drawing attention to Origen’s blasphemies, which, the scribe 
says, he has copied as he found them. 

II. Codex Venetus. In the Bibliotheca Marciana at Venice, 
Graec. 32. The title as given in the MS. itself is 

+ wpuyévous éEnynats eis TO Kata MarOaiov Kai cat’ lwavyny 
KkTnua Bnocaplwvos capdnvar. Trav Tockrov. 

The MS. is dated 1374. It is written in minuscules hanging 
from ruled lines, with one column of 36 lines on a page, and about 
60 letters in each line. It consists of ff. 330 of which ff. 1—117 
contain the Comm. in Matt. Bks. 10—17 (inclusive). F. 118 con- 
tains a preface on Origen’s blasphemy, beginning zroAXa@v pev and 
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ending kal avOis avwropeOa. This preface has nothing to do with 
the preface in the Munich Codex concerning the marginal notes in 
its ancestor. The words rod Baciréws at the head of this preface 
point probably to some connexion with Constantinople. Ff. 112 
(recto) —294 (verso) contain the Commentaries on S. John. So 
far the folios are numbered. The remainder, to 330, are left blank 
and unnumbered. 

This MS. was used by Ambrosius Ferrarius, who in A.D. 1551 
translated the Commentaries on 8. John into Latin. They are 
divided in the MS. into 32 books. “A callido librario in Tomos 
triginta duos distributus fuit, hac arte lacunas et hiatus celare, et 
apud incautos dissimulare, et pro integro venditare volente,” says 
Huet. The fraud is sufficiently patent; if conviction were necessary, 
we have only to look at the fragments quoted as from the fourth 
and fifth books of the Commentaries in the Philocalia. The diver- 
gences between the text of this MS. and Ferrarius’s translation are 
not more than can be accounted for by the loose and paraphrastic 
character of translations of that time, or by the necessity of original 
composition to which he was sometimes reduced in consequence of . 
his inability to understand the Greek, which is in some places too 
corrupt for conjecture. 

At the end of the MS. the following note has been added : 


“Fuit copiatus per Georgium Triphon'™ di 
Maluasiae et finitto ad X Ottobr. 1555.” 


To this we shall have occasion to refer when we are dealing 
with the seventh manuscript. The same scribe is known to have 
_ been working at Venice also in 1548 (see Gardthausen, Griechische 
Palaeographie, p. 322). | 

III. Codex Regius. Graec. CDLY. in the Dibliolbbqun Natio- 
nale at Paris; thus described in the manuscript itself : 

+ Mibtsian tov eis TO Kata lwavyny evayyédtov éEnyntiKa 
Tomor NE’. 

+ tod av’rod eis TO Kata MarOaiov Téwot é add tod Sexatou 
Tomou avev apyAs dvTos péxpe ToD 16°, 

Codex Chartac. XVI. saec. scriptum quo continentur Origenis 
commentaria in Johannem et Matthaeum quae primus in lucem 
protulit Daniel Huetius. 


1—2 
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In the early parts of the Commentaries on 8. Matthew the 
folios are in wrong order and there are large lacunae. The Codex 
is written in minuscules hanging from ruled lines. This was the 
MS. on which Huet based his text, though his text is not identical 
with that of the MS., as Delarue seems often to have assumed. It 
was used by Perionius in his translation of the Commentaries on 
S. John. 

IV. Codex Bodleianus. Misc. 58: used by Delarue. This 
MS. is described in the Bodleian Catalogue as being of the 17th 
Century. Its resemblance to II. is very close. It is now bound 
in three volumes of which the first contains ff. 183, the second 
183, and the third 182. It contains only the Commentaries on 
S. John. In the margin it has two sets of emendations. The first 
are introduced by the word raya and are for the most part based 
on Ferrarius’s Latin Version. The second, which are distinguished 
by the word tows, are later and inferior. In the copy of Huet 
belonging to the Library of Trinity College, Cambridge, Bentley 
has noted in the margin a great many readings from this MS., 
though apparently he did not make a full collation’. 

V. Codex Barberinus I. In the Barberini Library at Rome ; 
of the 15th or 16th Century, in the opinion of the Librarian, 
M. l’Abbé Pieralisi. It contains the Commentaries on §. Matthew 
(beginning at Book xX. tore adeis Tovs dydous, and ending é7re- 
otpéwat pos avTov, Bk. XVII.) and the Commentaries on S. John, 
divided into 32 Books. It is bound up with a MS. (in the same 
hand, I think) of Philo Ilept rod Biov Macéas. 

VI. Codex Barberinus II, Of the same date as the preceding. 
It contains the Commentaries on S. Matthew and S. John, but 
the former begin with the words rim 5é Adpryovew ev Tots vro- 
deeaTépous, and there is no trace of a folio having been lost. This, 
as will be seen later on, is almost conclusive proof as to its origin. 

VII. Codex Matritensis. In the Biblioteca Nacional at Madrid. 
This MS. I have not myself seen, and I am indebted to my friend 
Mr W. Gilchrist Clark of King’s College, Cambridge, for the 
following information. It is numbered O. 32. It is a folio MS. 
written on paper, containing ff. 306, with 30 lines on a page, and 


1 He writes at the beginning of Huet’s text “‘ Collatus ad Cod. Mstum. Chartaceum 
ab Italo (ut videtur) scriptum in Bibliotheca Bodleiana Oxonii Num. E. 2. 6, 7, 8.” 
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about 40 letters in a line. It contains the preface which is found 
in Codex Venetus, headed by the words + rod Baciéws +, 
beginning on the 2nd recto moAA@y Tov wpuyévny aipeTiKoV 
UTapyew Aydioapévov, and ending on the 2nd verso cai avdus 
dyyopueba. The Commentaries begin on the 3rd recto with the 
title Wpiyévous Tav eis TO Kata “lwavyny evayyédtov éEnynTtiKaV 
Tomos mpartos. It is divided into 32 books and is dated at the 
end: ave év pyvt avyovaotou fk. 


After this follows the name of the scribe in cryptograph. 


TKOAD Fea ACOs Wo Ww rAxdGr: 
€f A0GB: 
That is to say apd Tewpyio to Tpvdav: 
éypagn. 


The cryptograph used is the common one in which the scribe 
takes the Greek alphabet with the three letters F, G, and 4, thus 
getting 27 letters. These he divides into 3 parts of 9 letters 
each, and substitutes the first for the last, the 2nd for the last but 
one, and so on, in each group. Thus the middle letters of each 9 
are unchanged, viz. ¢, v, and ¢. It will thus be seen that the 
colophon exactly tallies with the note at the end of Codex Venetus, 
in date (1555) and name. 

It may be as well to notice here, on account of its connexion 
in origin with the foregoing, a MS. of the Commentaries on S. 
Matthew, numbered O. 47. It is a folio, written on paper and 
containing ff. 226; it is in the same hand as O. 32 and a MS. of 
the Contra Celsum in the same Library. It contains the Com- 
mentaries on S. Matthew, beginning at the 10th (with the words 
TOTE adels TOVs OyAous) and ending at the 27th (éwvortpéyrae mpos 
avuTov). 

The MS. is dated ave. oxtwBpiov f’. and signed é€ 468° 
KO 0+ eo ACGoW Axdov. After this it has on f. 225 the preface 
on Origen’s blasphemies, with the same heading + tot Baoinéws + 
as in O. 32. The scribe has thus copied this passage twice, at the 
end of S. Matthew and again at the beginning of S. John. 


1 The # must be a mistake for G which would represent «. 
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VIII. The transcription of Codex Bodleianus (IV.) made by 
Herbert Thorndike needs no further description. It is now in the 
Library of Trinity College, Cambridge (numbered B. 9.11). It is 
not without value however, as the writer has inserted several con- 
jectural emendations in the margin, and there are also three pages 
of critical notes at the beginning. 

IX. The existence of a ninth MS, is doubtful. In Miller's 
Catalogue of the Escurial Library, pp. 305ff., is given a list, found in 
one of the Escurial MSS. (x. i. 15), of the Greek Manuscripts which 
belonged to Cardinal Sirlet’s Library, and passed into the posses- 
sion of Cardinal Ottoboni (Alexander VIII.). Subsequently Bene- 
dict XIV. is said to have placed them in the Vatican. Among 
these is a MS. containing Origen’s Commentaries on S. Matthew 
and S. John, and Philo Ilepi tod Biov rod Macéas, epi tod Biov 
modutixod (Joseph), and Ilepi vouwyv aypadov (Abraham). In 
the Catalogue of the Ottobonian part of the Vatican Library, 
which has not yet been published, but exists in manuscript in the 
Vatican, I could find no trace of it. But the description answers 
_wery nearly to the MS. now in the Barberini, which I have num- 
bered V. Is it possible that this MS. passed from the hands of 
any of its former owners into the possession of the Barberini? If 
not, we must suppose that this MS. has been lost, unless indeed 
the MS. Catalogue of the Ottobonian Manuscripts is incomplete. 
Delarue constantly refers to a ‘Codex Barberinus, and generally 
the readings he quotes from it would seem to be taken from No. V; 
but his citations are not always accurate. The existence of two 
manuscripts in the Barberini does not seem to have been known 
to any one. 

The relations of these MSS. to one another must now be con- 
sidered. For the sake of clearness I subjoin a diagram shewing 
what I conceive their relations to be. After this I propose to 
consider the relations (1) of the Munich Codex to those MSS. 
which seem to be directly copied from it, (2) of the Venice Codex 
to those which are, I believe, its descendants, and (8) of the 
Venice to the Munich MS. 

1. (a). Let us then consider first the relation of the Paris 
Codex to that at Munich. The contents of the two are practically 
the same, so far as concerns the subject of our present enquiry. 
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(i) As pointed out above, the statement that the Cod. Monac. 
contains of the Comm. in Matt. Books x1. (mutilated) to Xvt. is 
incorrect. It contains also most of Book x., and Book xvi. The 
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mistake as to the latter point has arisen from the fact that Books 
XVI. and XvII. are not divided as the other books are. But the 
last words contained in this part of the MS. are ériotpéyras pos 
avrov, the ending of Book xvi1.; and a calculation of pages easily 
shews that both Books xvi. and xVIt. are contained in the MS., for 
Book xv. begins on f. 62, Book xvi. on f. 77, and the Comm. in 
Matt. end on f. 110. Thus while Book xv. takes only ff.15, what 
is called Book xvi. takes 33, though in Lommatzsch’s edition 


_ Books xv. and Xvr. cover very nearly the same number of pages 


each. In the Comm. in Joann. there is no difference of contents. 

(ii) The first words which occur in the Cod. Monac. are tive 8é 
Aapalovow év Tots vrrodeeartépors which occur towards the end of 
Book x. chap. 3 (Lomm. I. p. 15). In the Paris MS. the leaves 
are not in right order, but the first words which occur (they are 
on f, 255) are manu dpoia éotw «.7.d. (Mt. xiii. 44) which begin 
chap. 4 of Book x. Thus the scribe seems to have begun his MS. 
with the first whole chapter contained in his exemplar. If then 
this MS. is copied from the Munich MS., the latter must already 
have lost its first leaf in the 16th century. 
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More direct proofs of copying are not wanting. 

Lomm. I. p. 118, 1. 22. Cod. Monac. has trapapepv...o€ the 
intervening space being worm-eaten, Cod. Reg. has tapapep.. cat 
leaving space for about four letters, 

p. 152, 1.15. Cod. Monac. reads ov@év, but the @év is hidden 
by a piece of parchment fastened on over it. Reg. omits the 
word leaving a space for three letters. 


vios 


p. 177, 1. 5. Cod. Monac. has pie Oc, the 6 vids being 
an interlinear insertion by a later hand. Cod. Reg. has 6 povo- 
yevns vids Beds all in the text. 

p. 272, 1.6. In the Munich Codex the one avTod n apapTia 
are almost illegible, either because the scribe turned over the page 
before it was dry, or owing to the subsequent effect of damp on 
‘the manuscript. The blot appears on the opposite leaf. Cod. Reg. 
omits the words. 

Lomm. 11. p. 108, 1. 9. -wov ovdev pév-. In Cod. Mon. these 
letters are obliterated. Cod. Reg. omits the same letters, leaving 
space for them. 

p. 108, 1. 11. epi érépwv. The same phenomenon occurs 
here with regard to the letters wepi érep. 

p. 117, 1. 1. eioerOetv. Cod. Reg. omits the word. In Cod. 
Monac. the letters oe are almost obliterated. 

p. 127, 1. 15. onpaiver yap T6 peév TovovTov. Here again we 
have an indication. Both manuscripts erroneously repeat the - 
letters paives yap TO. 

The proof may be completed by two passages from the text of 
the Commentaries on 8. Matthew; Book x1. chap. ix. 

Lomm. 1. p. 91,110. e tus odv. The e? tus is stained and 
indistinct in Cod. Mon. Cod. Reg. omits the words, leaving a space. 

l. 11. wevntwv. The first four letters are hardly legible in 
Cod. Mon. In Cod. Reg. we find a space for four letters followed 
by twv. 


The divergences of the two MSS. are numerous but not im- 
portant. Most of them are due to ordinary transcriptional 
blunders. The rest may be explained by the supposition that 
the scribe of the Paris MS. was more than usually careless and 
ignorant. 
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I subjoin a list of their divergences (other than mere itacisms and cases of 
the addition or omission of v éeAxvorixov) which occur in the first 30 pages 
of Tom. x11. of the Comm. in Joann. (Lommatzsch’s edition). 


Monacensis Regius 
P. 1, Title rov TO 
2, 1.10 ro €or Cav 
3, 14 &a év 
4, 3 AeBynrav Aevitov 
[M generally has the old form of 8 i.e. ‘x’] 
5 dmexrewa GM@oKTEtvat 
i 13° peons pevons 
18 repi Tapa 
‘ 5, 10 opotay Opmovov 
; 11. 0° 6s a os av 
18 ra vonjpara vonpara 
; 7, ll dcadrcra duaAAnrat 
‘ 8, 8 dé ris omit 
[both om. the clause ryv dtxacoodvynv—ei ris] 
: 15 capapeire capapeirids 
9, 6 soveiv quel 
15 dupny duov 
10, 3 Tov KOopOY omit 
20 dkovov dkov@ 
11, 22 rov mvevparos TVEVPATOS 
13, 16 mepiro Tept TOU 
17 @ érov @s TOV 
15, 14 aos TwS 
23. tapariOeioav mapareOetoav 
24 deheyyOnva dveAey Ojvar 
18, 5 drovov arovos 
8) ra Opeppara om. ra 
26 yivopevn yevoern 
19, 1 eye exe 
18 dépyopac dvépx oat 
4 20, 24 ‘Hpaxdéon “Hpakdéov 
7 21, 4 4 THK} TKN 
. 22, 1 xaradevpOevras kararevpOevros 
3 16 "Iooayxap "Iodxap 
23, 4 godopevos coAopevros 
11 capapevs capapets 
24, 17 évOadeparevpa evOade ieparevpa 
22 epxera epxer Oa 
25, 7 Odvovras pOavorra 
26, 5 80 ayvoray dtavovav 


eee ee ee ee 
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Monacensis Regius 
26, 14 : mept 
27, 6 e& qv 
8 6 ws 
9 ‘IepoooAupa bis 
10 @ omit 
11 eOvxoi of €Okot 
12 om. @ ins. @ 
23 Kat Oevorepov omit 
28, 11 mpoamodedoxapev mpocatrodedwkapev 
vocia bw vona Gat 
29, 6 of “Iovdaior *Iovdator 
30, 2 xabeAjv as kabeXeiv as 
6 ayyé\Aus | ayyéAots 
10 det dé 


(b) Codex Barberinus II. (VI). I can only speak from slight 
knowledge of this MS. The Barberini Library was closed during 
Vacation when I was in Rome in October, 1888, and it was only 
through the great kindness of the Librarian that I was allowed to 
work for two hours at the manuscripts which it contains.. But I 
was fortunately able to obtain sufficient evidence to determine 
their relative places in the groups almost with certainty. 

The first words of the Comm. in Matt. which this MS. contains 
are tive dé Aawryovowv. As these are the first words contained in 


Cod. Monac., though they occur towards the end of a chapter and _ 


paragraph in the Commentaries, this is in itself almost conclusive 
proof of the origin.of the MS. For, as has been stated above, 
Cod. Monac. has lost a leaf at the outset. The Barberini MS. also 


contains the true division of the Comm. in Joann. in red. The — 


‘Ferrarian’ divisions have been added in the margin, but are in 
the hand of the original scribe. It has also many, at any rate, of 
the same warnings against Origen’s blasphemies, which are con- 
tained in Cod. Monac., as for instance 

Lomm. I. p. 96 (opposite vepeyouevos vid Tod ToéV brwY 
Ocod K.T.d.) prAvapeis toos Peds ydp o vids TO TaTpi. 

p. 108 (opposite vod tod Kpeittovos...mapa Tov oyov) bpa 
dedye Bracdhnpel yap. 

The following readings, when contrasted with the correspond- 
ing variants of the Venice group, point to the same conclusion 
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I have designated Codex Monacensis as M, Codex Regius as P, 
Codex Barberinus as R. 

Lomm. 1. p. 6, 1. 1 éerurov PMR. 

p. 13, 1. 16 wept ro MR. 

p. 13, 1.17 o érov MR. 
. 14, 1. 1 évdewa trots PMR. 
. 60, 1. 12 Aéyovras MR. éyovrau P. 

p. 60, L. 13 droxdcbetoars PMR. 

p. 108, 1. 9 -wou ovdév pev- om. PR. 

(In M the words are worm-eaten.) 

p. 108, 1. 11 epi érépwv om. R. 

: ... ov P, 

(In M the letters zrepi érep are damaged.) 

p. 182 M has the following marginal note: cai yy Kai ra 
Tépata xopis THY onuciwv evpnTat ws ev TH WOH TH peta TV 
SidBacw THs épvOpds avatebcion TH Ved Oavyactos yap pyoiv 


go Mg 


évdoEws Trov@y Tépara. 


(I have printed the contracted words in full.) R has the same 
note exactly: P has it, but has made two mistakes in copying, read- 
ing Oavpaota for Pavpacros and omitting @d7 Tp. 

p. 73, 1. 1 M has ax...ovra, the intervening letters being 
damaged. 

R reads ax...ovra, leaving a space corresponding to the dots. 

P has hazarded a conjecture, and a very unfortunate one. 

The only divergences from the Munich MS. which I was able 
to notice were | 

Lomm. 1. p. 137, 1.9 M dcapOopas. R dcapOopar. 

p. 187, 1. 15. The erroneous repetition of patver yap ro found 
in M (and copied by P) is not followed by R. 

p. 291, 1.13 MP «aré. R xatéBn. 

Thus Codex Barberinus must be copied either from Codes 
Monacensis or from a copy of that MS. The passages quoted 
prove conclusively that it is not a copy of Codex Regius. There 
are several omissions, with corresponding spaces left blank, in this 
MS. which do not occur in Cod. Regius. These, I imagine, are 
attributable to the worm-eaten and stained condition of Cod. 
Monacensis, and tend to shew that Cod. Regius must have been 
copied early in the 16th century, Cod. Barberinus late in the 
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same century, and that Cod. Monac., wherever it was (I was unable 
to obtain any information as to its history at Munich), was neg- 
lected during this period. 


2. (a) The relation of the Bodleian MS. to that at Venice is 
not hard to determine. Their divergences are very slight, being” 
for the most part ordinary transcriptional blunders or corrections, 
and even of these there is only a very small number. The rest 
may be explained by the fact that the scribe of the Bodleian MS. 
knew Greek. Direct proofs of copying are afforded in some 
places. 

Lomm. I. p. 117, 1. 12 (in the first fragment of Heracleon), 
After the word Ovarevtivou space is left for about nine letters. 
The same lacuna occurs in Codex Venetus, but in it there has been 
an erasure. 

Lomm. 11 p. 7, 1. 2. After evxwnr@ there has been an 
erasure in Cod. Ven. A corresponding lacuna is left in Cod. 


Bodl. 


marys 
Lomm. 1. p. 53,1. 7. Codea Venetus reads apyxis (sic). Cod. 
Bodl. has mnyijs apxns. 


(b) I was not able to notice any divergence of Codex Bar- 
berinus I. (V) from the Venice MS. except that in the passage 
mentioned above it leaves no space after OvaXevtivov, from which 
of course no conclusion can be drawn. The fact that the Com- 
mentaries on S. Matthew begin at the beginning of the 10th Book 
(Tore adels Tovs dyXous), considered in connexion with the date 
of the MS. (saec. XV. or XVI.), proves that it belongs to the Venice 
as opposed to the Munich group, and the division into 32 books 
points to the same conclusion. The following readings tend to 
prove the identity of its text with that of Codex Venetus. 

Lomm. I. p. 117, L. 16 dcahépovta yap pyoi Ven. Bar. 

11. p. 9, 1. 20 €@y Ven. Bar. 

p. 13, 1. 16 wapa to Ven. Bar. 

(Codex Bodleianus has wapa Tod.) 

p. 14, 1. 1 év déuvarots Ven. Bar. 

p. 122, 1.1 e& Ven. Bar. 

 -—p. 122, 1.9 rods évdedupévous Ven. Bar. 


—-S a he CUT 


soe) 2 we Te. 7 nn ei a ale bh fa Se 
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p. 376, 1. 4 tpraxdorov mpwtov Ven. Bar. 

p. 376, |. 6 tpraxcorw Sevtrépw Ven. Bar. 

(Ven. has notes in the margin stating that its exemplar read 
28th and 29th.) 

Lomm. 11. p. 73, 1. 1, lacuna (room for 5 letters) before évta 
Ven. Bar., see above, p. 11. 


(c) The correspondence of the cryptograph in the MS. at 
Madrid with the note at the end of Codex Venetus is sufficient 
proof of the origin of the former.- And with this the information 
which I have received as to the text agrees. The lacunae in the 
text (Lommatzsch I. pp. 11, 14, 18, 36, 41, 43), which occur in the 
Cod. Venetus and which will be discussed more fully in the next 
section, are also found here. And in the case of p. 41, the sug- 


_ gestion found in Cod. Ven. in the margin (oluas rapacyeiv tiv 


UrapEw Kal THv TAAL Kal Ta edn) is put in the margin also in 
the Madrid MS. See also 1.23, Lomm. p. 44, 1. 7 @avpafew tiv 
aBerxtnpiav tév moddav. The word dBedrrnpiay is omitted in 
Codex Monacensis, and also in Codex Venetus, but in the latter it is 
added in the margin. In Cod. Matritensis it is also added in the 
margin. 

It can easily be shewn that O. 47 is copied from the 1st part of 
the Venice MS. which contains the Commentaries on S, Matthew. 
Thus the colophons at Madrid exactly agree with the note in the 
Venice MS., except that the latter has October 10 instead of 
October 2. As we can hardly imagine that the preface (7roAX Gv 
Tov ‘Qpuyévny x.7.r.) took 8 days to copy—it occurs in O. 47 


_after the colophon—we must leave this discrepancy unexplained. 


3. Thus there seems to be no reasonable doubt as to the 
derivation of all the other manuscripts from Cod. Monacensis and 
Codex Venetus. The more extensive divergences of these two at 
first led me to suppose them to be independent of each other, but 


_a closer examination disclosed convincing proof of the dependence 
_ of the latter on the former. Their divergences give us only too 
clear an insight into the freedom with which the text of an 


exemplar was handled, at any rate in the 14th century. An ex- 
amination of the Contra Celsum manuscripts affords, I believe, an 
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instructive parallel’, The relation of Cod. Ven. to Cod. Monac. 
remains to be considered in detail. Several lacunae caused in 
Cod. Monac. by damage done to the MS. by water, or in other 
ways, are matched in Cod. Ven. by corresponding places left 
blank by the scribe. These lacunae occur almost entirely in 
the first book. The chief instances are the following: 

Bk. 1. c. 4(Lomm. p. 11) L. and Delarue read ypadgévta kai 


a / / 
kat é€ovctav, ov nv TO eidtKpuves TOY éx Oeias éeruTvoias NOyov. 


After ypadévta Cod. Monac. is illegible until the word eidcxpuvés, 
but between é£ovciay and ov py there must have been at least 17 _ 


more letters, of which some near the end were I think a@zroatonux. 
Cod. Ven. leaves space between these two words for about 25 
letters. 

Bk. 1. c. 6 (Lomm. p. 14) téXos avtod rapa To ‘lwavyy. 
These words are nearly illegible in Cod. Monac., but there must 
have been about 14 more letters, and Cod. Ven. leaves space for 
15 more letters after “lwdavyn. 

On the same page eipnKas...... dvdacxevv is similarly stained in 
Cod. Monac., and Cod. Ven. omits the passage, except the word 
eipnxos, leaving a space. | 

Bk. 1. c. 8, Lomm. p. 18. ...«al ru 6Xov. In Cod. Monac. we 
find after GXov, TO Pir...w.O(?)...v.(?) OTe: then more than half a 
line illegible, the MS. being damaged as in the other cases. 

Cod. Ven. has orov (space 11)’ orav yap (space 4 line) viovds 
K.T.N. | 

Bk. 1. c. 9, Lomm. p. 20. éotiv éxrapBavew...ovTw Xpiotia- 
vos. All this is damaged in Cod. Monac. and mostly illegible, but 
there is room for about 20 more letters than are contained in the 
words as they stand in Delarue and Lommatzsch. Cod. Ven. 
contains all that is in the printed texts, and after qwepyterunuévos 
leaves a space of about 2 of a line, after which it has oftw Xpu- 
OTLAVOS K.T.A. 

Bk. 1. c. 17, Lomm. p. 36. Similar phenomena occur again 
here. 


1 Cf. an Article in the Journal of Philology Vol. xvii. No. 36, ‘On the text of 
Origen against Celsus,” esp. pp. 294, 295. 

2 The numbers after the word ‘space’ refer in each instance to the (approxi- 
mate) number of letters which the space left could contain. 


eS eS eee 
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Bk. 1. c. 22, Lomm. p. 41. rots ovat Kal TH UAN......NéyovTa. 

This is all damaged in Cod. Monac., but the following facts are 
discoverable. 

(1) It omits ofwas and tv brrapéw. 

(2) Between ef «ai and eizreiy there is room for about 23 more 
letters. 

(3) éoriv is, I think, not contained in it. The words are 


‘illegible, but the ink has to some extent stayed on the opposite 


leaf. Reading backwards, I thought I could trace somewhat as 
follows : 
i Kal TAS OVTias YaNeETrOV EV OvY TrAaXUTEpOY EiTrEtD. 

Cod. Ven. has rH Urn (space 20); then cal ra x.7.r. to ef Kal 
as in the texts; after which (space 23), efre@y x.7.X. 

In the margin it has ofwa: wapacyeiv thy UrapEw Kal THY 
mraow Kat Ta dn. 

Thus we get some valuable information by which to attempt a 
restoration of the text, and very sure indications of the relations 
of the two MSS. 

Bk. 1. c. 23, Lomm, p. 43. tis 6 év auth Noyos...émépyeTau 
cxoTovvtTt. Damaged in Cod. Monac., which has space for more. 
Cod. Ven. leaves a space of one line between éwrépyeras and cxo- 
TOUVTL. 

Bk. xu. c. 39, Lomm. Vol. 11. p. 73, #roe bvta. 

Cod. Monac. has rou ax (space 3 or 4) ovta, the letters inter- 
vening being damaged. Cod. Ven. has 7roz (space 5), then ovra. 

Such evidence as this must hold good against much textual 
divergence ; and it must be admitted that the scribe of Cod. Ven. 


has made rather free use of conjectural alteration. But a com- 


parison of the readings of Cod. Ven. with those of Cod. Monac., 
which are given at the end of the Introduction, will shew, I think, 
that this supposition will explain the facts better than any other 
theory. 

_ Similar evidence may also be obtained from an investigation of 
the first parts of the MSS. which contain the Commentaries on 
S. Matthew. Perhaps a short statement on this part of the 
evidence may not be out of place. Here in Books x. and x1. the 
leaves of the Munich Codex have been bound up in wrong order, 
and two or three are wanting. Inthe Venice MS. the leaves are 
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in their right order, and nothing is missing; hence the displace- 
ment and the loss of leaves in Cod. Monac. is subsequent to 
1374, the date of the Venice MS. 

The Munich MS. has lost its first leaf ; it now begins with the 
words tive dé Nawrovow, Bk. x. c. 8, Lomm. p. 15. These occur 
in Cod. Ven. on the 2nd recto, line 5. 

We may first notice two omissions, due to homoioteleuton, in 


Cod. Ven. of words contained in Cod. Mon.; as indications of. 


course, not as proofs. 

Bk. x1. c. 18, Lomm. pp. 120, 121. 6 ywrds xal tpavy éorai— 
oxaros. Cod. Ven. omits cal tpavi}—o yoros. 

Bk. xin. c. 1, Lomm. p. 127. «ali gapicaio.. mpecBevovar 
yap of pev hapioaior. 

Cod. Ven. omits rpeaBevovor—dapicaion. 

The following passage supplies clear proofs. (Bk. x11. e. 20.) 


"Eqrei 5 ovK évedéyeto 'apo- Cod. Ven. ta tovadta artro- 
gntnv ato'récbas &Ew ‘le- térec Oar. 
\ > , > 
povoadAnpy, aT@delav avado- 
ylav éyovoav mpos 'Td" oO Cod. Ven. omits, leaving space 
amTonéoas THY Wuyxnv av- (15). 
tov évexev é'yod evpnoe 
; | \ A a qa 
avtTny, 54a TovTO &dEL avTOV 
eis “lepoodAupa atrenbeiv, iva 


lorortrXa rabeov év! éxeivous Cod. Ven. omits, leaving space. 


K.T.N. (10). 


The words between the signs! 1 are in each case damaged in 
Cod. Monac. 

Bk. xt. c. 24, Lomm. p. 170, dépe eiwetv ta Bacididov 7, 
damaged in Cod. Monac. Cod. Ven. omits Baotdidov, leaving a 
space (7). And for 7 it reads «al. 

Thus there can be no doubt that the Venice MS, is derived 
from that at Munich. On this MS. therefore we are entirely 
dependent for the text of the Commentaries on 8. John. Un- 
fortunately its present condition at the bottom and top of several 
leaves is such that the lacunae in these places cannot for the 
most part be filled up; though in some cases hints as to length 
and individual words can be obtained, which may serve as useful 


| 





| 
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guides for conjectural restoration. The Venice Codex is our best 
authority for this group of the MSS. of the Comm. in Matt. 
in the places where Cod. Monacensis is now defective, as the 
other direct copies of this MS. have apparently been made since 
its mutilation. The alterations introduced by the scribe of 
Cod. Ven. frequently deserve consideration, and are not seldom 
obviously right. 

The marginal notes on blasphemy suggest the possibility 
of the suppression of some passages on account of the doctrine 
contained in them. But all the lacunae—and there are several in 
Cod. Monac. due to its original, besides those due to the damage 
done to the MS. itself—cannot be explained by this hypothesis: of 
this Bk. x11. c. 32 will serve as an example. But while much 
must be given up as no longer recoverable, a good deal of light 


may be thrown on the text of many passages in the Commentaries 
_ by the use of Cod. Monac. With a view to further work on them 


I made a collation in September 1889 of the Commentaries on 


8. John. 


Huet knew of the Manuscript, but does not seem to have 
used it. He occasionally agrees with it against the Paris MS. 
on which his text was based, but such readings are probably 
emendations of his own, or were suggested by the versions. 
Through the version of Ferrarius he became acquainted with 
a text like that of the Venice MS. 

Delarue’s wider knowledge—whether he had examined any 
MSS. himself I cannot discover—is marred by inaccuracy of 
statement as to the readings contained in MSS. In particular 


he seems to have taken it for granted that any reading adopted 


by Huet in his text was necessarily that contained in the 


Paris Codex. The undue influence of this Codex, which it has 


exercised owing to its relation to Huet’s text, must be set aside. 
But when all has been done that is possible by the ordinary 
methods of textual criticism, a large sphere will remain in which 


conjectural emendation alone can be of any avail. 


The notes of Th. Mangey preserved in the British Museum 
(MSS. Add. 6428) do not contain fresh material. Those on the 
Commentaries on §. John appear to be a partial collation of 


-Huet’s text with something of the type of Cod. Venetus, not the 


B. : 
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Bodleian MS. which is at times mentioned separately. Possibly 
he was working with the Codex Barberinus of that type. But 
whatever his source was, it contains nothing helpful which is not 
otherwise known. 


It may be worth while to bring together here some examples 
from Cod. Monac. of important New Testament Readings of 
an ancient type, which have been subsequently brought into 
conformity with the ordinary Syrian text, either by its correctors 
or in its descendants. ‘These will be sufficient to shew that it 
may throw some further light on the problem of the text of 
the New Testament used by Origen, while they will serve to 
illustrate the manner in which the text of quotations from the 
New Testament has been handled in the MSS. of the Fathers. 


In the following list of some pre-Syrian readings supported by Cod. 
Monac. I have added in a few cases interesting readings from the other MSS. 
In these cases the MS. authority is added in brackets. 


Lomm. I. 
pb. 17%., on. 1, 16. 6 eimav. See Tisch, (Or.*10) 
Jn. i, 18. povoyerns Beos. (See above, p. 8.) 
6 oy om. Heracleon (?) 
210. Jn. i. 24, arectakpéeva. See Tisch. (Or.*-!%) 
211. Mb. iii, 10. 7n dé kai (Ven.) 
214f. Mk.i. 2. om. éumpoobév cov. See Tisch. (Or.4!%5) 
222, Jn.i. 26. EOTHKEV 
Jn. i, 27. avros éorw 6 OM. 
(but in Or. vi. 23 Mon. ins. 6). See Tisch. (Or.41°) 
234, Jn.i. 26. ornket (Heracleon) 
eiornxes (Bodl. Ven. Cf. Eusebius) 
[292. Mk.i. 27.  €@auBnOnoav. See Tisch. (Or.*17°)] 
[293. Luke iv. 40. ¢@epamevev (Paris. Ven. Monac. ) 
€Geparevoev (Bodl.)] 
Lomm. II. 
p- 5. 1Cor.iv. 11. yuprerevouer (Par. Bodl. Mon. Ven.) 
9. Jn. iv. 16. cov rv dvdpa (Bodl. Ven.) 
18. Jn.iv. 14. ov dapnoer (Ven.) 
ov pn Supnoes (Bodl.) 
ov py Senon (Par. Mon.) 
See Tisch. (Or,*-220) 
57. Jn.iv. 31. év7@ peraéd Sé (Bodl. Ven.) 
68. Jn. xiv. 28. 6 marnp 6 méuwas pe 
om. 6 matnp (Bodl, Ven.) 
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92. Mt. xii. 42. Sodopevos (Par. Mon.) 
104. Jn. iv. 42.  ovdrds éori ddnOads (Bod. Ven.) 
106. 1 Cor, ix. 1. éopaxa (Par. Mon.) 
109, Jn. iv. 44.  avros 6 to sec. loc. (Ven. Bodl.) 
vd AS tert. loc. (Bod. Mon.) 
110. a ‘i (Ven. Bodl.) 


114. Jn. ii. 15.  dvéorpewev (Par. Mon.) 
See Tisch. (Or.*?°*) 
115. Jn. ii. 16. px) woupre (Par. and ? Mon.) 
Jn. ii, 23. ev rH Eoprn ev tO macyxa (Bodl.) 
€v TH €opTn Tov mac xa (Ven.) 
123. Mt. x. 28. Wey cai cdua (Monac. Ven.) 
130. Mt, viii. 8. 6 mais pov om. (Par. Mon.) 
248, Mt.v.28. os dy éuBdéWn (Mon.) 
264, Jn. viii. 44. ovx €ornxev (Par. Mon.) 


_ N.B. It will be seen that in the above list I have given some examples 
of readings not pre-Syrian. These are cases of attestation where further 
examination of the Manuscripts of Origen has corrected or supplemented 
Delarue’s information, on which of course Tischendorf depended. The 
references to Tischendorf are to his critical digest in doce. His references 
_ to Origen (e.g. Or") refer to the volume and page in Delarue’s edition. 


It only remains to say a few words about Catenae on S. John. 
At Munich there are two fragments attributed to Origen in a 
Catena of the xith century (Gr. 437). At Rome there are several 
in the Catenae Vat. 1423, Regin. 9. The larger fragment in the 
Munich Catena occurred also with considerable variations in 
Regin. 9. I was unable at Rome to do more than glance at these 
fragments. The fragments pointed to the same conclusions as 
may be drawn from an examination of those published by Cor- 
derius from an Antwerp MS. Most of them at any rate might 
have come from Origen’s pen, so far as opinions are concerned. 
_ But in the comparatively few instances where they cover common 
ground with the extant Commentaries, the text and even the 
contents are either wholly different or widely divergent. Some 
_ of them have the appearance of being taken from Homilies, others 
from émvonperdoers. The nearest agreement with the extant 
Commentaries was in the case of two fragments in Regin. 9, where 
the text of Orig. Comm. in Joann. xxx. 11 onpewdion S€ tiva 
_TpoTov—onpawopéevw and 13 érel otv—extov (Lomm, p. 435 
and p. 449) occurred almost exactly, but in each case the rest of 
2—2 
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the fragment was different from the text of the Commentaries. 
Nor was the result of a closer examination of two Catenae, XXVII 
(saec. X.) and XXVIII (saec. XI.), at Venice different. Of these 
the former contains more matter, though occasionally the frag- 
ments in the latter have pieces omitted in Cod. xxv. On the 
whole, however, Cod. XXVIIL is much more curtailed. The greater 
part of what is contained in Corderius is in Cod. XXVII.; some- 
times he gives the fullest text, and sometimes the Vantes MS. is 
fuller. There is also a good deal at Venice which is not found in 
his edition. There is, I think, a close connexion between Ven. 
xxvu. and Regin. 9 at Rome, but I did not bring away enough 
information from Rome to determine this. I was able at Venice 
to copy all the fragments attributed to Origen in the Catena on 
S. John in Cod. xxvul. Much more must be done elsewhere 
before they can be made serviceable, but there is promise of 
considerable addition to the published writings of Origen from 
this Catena alone, though the critic’s knife is not unneeded. 

The textual results are the same as might be gathered from 
the MSS. at Munich and Rome. The sense of lost parts of the 
Commentaries may be recovered, but not much of the actual 
text. This of course was to be expected. I can only conclude 
with the hope that I may be able to bring to light some of this 
buried matter if I am allowed to continue working at the text of 
Origen’s Commentaries on 8. John. 

As I intend to quote in the apparatus criticus readings from 
the Munich MS. only, I subjoin a full collation of the first 30 
pages of Tom. xu. of the Commentaries on S. John, in the 
edition of Lommatzsch, with Codd. Monacenis (M), Venetus (V), 
Regius (P), and Bodleianus (B). The quotations of differences 
of accent or breathing, of obvious itacistic blunders and v éded- 
KvoTika are not exhaustive, but I have endeavoured to make the 
collation of Cod. Monac. as complete as I could. The readings 
marked by (+) are readings of the Bodleian, where it differs 
from Huet, which Bentley has not noticed in the margin of the 
copy in Trinity College Library. In a few cases, where I knew 
them, I have given the readings of the Barberini Codices under 
the symbols R, (= V) and R, (= VI). The left column gives the 
text of Lommatzsch, ; 


P. 1, Title ro 
i l. 1 dy doe 
1 pirobedrare 


P.2, LL jpdy 
9,10 eri ro 
10 ro Lov 
10 émi 
11 ovdev 
| 11 a@Av 
me. - 15 gon 
5 18 ws avros 
nf : 3, lL 4 airjoo 
9 Babéws 
11 &k rod 
12 *Eore 
13 dubqv 
14 & 
15 rod 
16 értXurovtos 
16 xa’ o 
18 dwyv 
18 ye 
4 21 dieyoyyvde 
P.4, 1. 8 AcByrwv 
a 3 yodiopev 
4 é&nydyere 
ATOKTELVAL 
Eire 


5 
6 
6 vpiv 
9 
9 
1 





> 
€l 

, 
TEL WVTWV 


Adyou 

12 Mwiioéws 
13 mruopcba 
13 ante ore 
a 13 éBonoe 
13 Meavo7s 


4 tpirxawdexatw 
10 tpirKkadexarov 


e 
yoyyvap.ov éroiov ot 
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tov M 

avedeée P avédogev M 
pirobedtare V 
TpecKaidexatw M 
TpeoKxaidexatou M 


om. VB 

et ee P 

~ov P 

éret P 

om. MP 
adda. MV 
eotiv M 

0 cavtos MP 
airnoo. M 


T Babeos MVB Badews P 
bis V 
eotty M 
dev MP 
eva M 
tovrov MP 
értXeirovtos MP 
xa0o VB 
deqv MP 
yom. VB 
dveyoyyvgev M 
AeBynrov M Aewrov P 
+ noVinpev VB 
T eényayerot B 


Kat amextewe VB aréxrewa M 


eixrev MP 
vpew M 
7 MP 

T wewovrwv B 


€mt ot Aoyor MP 


Movo7n M 
+ wuipela B riwpefa V 
} ins. A€yovres VB 
éBonow MP 
Moons MVB 
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22 
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Padudeiv 
Tapa 
dupaopev 
yupvynrevopev 
post zporov 
duly 

yiverau 
Vylaivovet THpacL 
TEVOMLEVOLS 
Cntnreov 
Tivov 
Sulyoer 

ei 

Kal TAXA. 
TOUTEOTL 
Sulyoe 
GL0L0V 

post ovy 
™Yy) 

dyot Babous 
CV LO LEva. 
Ta 

post ocors 
post éraveravcato 
Tapavnv 


EKTUTOV 


ovyKabyrat 
qv Tapetyev 


TOMATOS 
avaBrvo Oaveuv 
avo mndwvrwv 
dumrapevys 
EVKLVTH 

post evxuyto 
épovros 

post ofoy 


+ padidnv VB 
mept M 
Sepauev M 
T yupviredonev MVPB 
ins. ro VB 
Seivnv M dewnv P 
yeiverar M 
bytaivovow cwopacw M. 
mavopevors MP 
énrntatov MP 
meivwv M 
Senyoe M 
7 MVPB: B mg. ioos «i 
B mg. kat sada 
toutéeotw M 
Senoe. M 
opotav MVB 
yins. 77 MVB 
myn M 
ov dyat Babos MP 
avewopeva M averpopeva P 
tom. VBP 
lac. (3) MP 
lac. (6) M (4) PB (7) V 
tépav av VR,B: B mg. taxa aze- 
plav érépav 
exturov MRP 
t ovvkatabjra. MVP 
cvykatabnrar B 
qv wepiccxev MP 
+ nvmep kat eixe VB 
Topatos V 
avaBrArvlev VB 
avarnddvtwv VB 
duerrapevys M 
evxiveitw P 
lac. (10) VBR,: null. lac. MP 
péepovr. MP 
lac. (10) MR,P (12) V 
null, lac. B 
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10 
ll 
11 
13 


5 
5 
5 


7 
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15 
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20 





° 

emt 

duatAAerar 
ovopalonevas 
aAXerat 


16 ad fin. cap. 3 


post ézret 


TEWHTAL 


duyjoar 


, 
6 rv duKaoovvyy, xoptac- 
Onvat éoriv, €t Tis 


TOUT eLeV 
€purountéov 


post mewyy Kai 


elTrwp.ev 

, 
TO Tpoowrrov 
€or 


Aeyovra 


Sapapeirid. 
TL 


> 
‘EK 


ovr av 

TLE 
Tapatynpytéov 
olovet 
erayyeAXero 
post mapégewv 
ev 

TOV avopa cov 
CTLOTHO WLEV 
TOV 

Sulqv 

loxewv 
adopevov 


> 
OvUV 
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om. MP 

eret M 

dutAAnrar P 

ovopalonevous MP 

adXern P 

V in mg. dpa 6 avaywookwv 

P in mg. opa 6 avayo...Bdardy- 
pay Tuxpio 

M in mg. épa 6 avay.vwoxwv Brac- 
pypiav tikpds 

ins. 0 MP 


+ ins. 7o VB 


mevynoa M 
dubyoar M 


d€ Tis Ef MR,: om, omnino P 


om. MP 

évrrountéov M 

ins. ro V 

eiropev P 

TO tpocwrw P tro tpoowrw MVB 
> \ , 

éeoriv M 


} A€yovres VB 


Sapapeire M 
om. P 

amo VB 

orav MP 

movety M 
mapatypytaiov M 


otov e« MP 
ernyyeAreto VB 


tins. air7 VB 


yap MP 

gov Tov avopa VB 
eruotycopev MP 

tov P 

dupov P 

isxee MVP: B mg. raya éxew 
aAdopevov M 

pe VB 


24, 


P.- 10, a 
1 
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4 


5 post ypadev 
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»” 
€OTL 
‘ ‘ 
TOV KOO LOV 
€ \ 
€TTO. 


> 
nV 


9 °A 


10 
11 


pyoiv 
> ¢ 
éXaxloras 


12 f. vonddow 
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15 
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Ap Swe ie | 


+ , 
eT Le 
mM” 
EXOVTL 
/ 

TETWKACL 
Tact 

>. , 
aKOvVWV 

7 
xaAerwrepa 
\ 

Ta. 


AeAaAnKace 


aXev 
bbavovras 


duOaKT a. 


ante mvevparos 


aAXomEevov 
™YHS 

e€ aurys 
Sapapetris 
rive 
Yapapetris 
AKEPETTEPOL 
Ta, 
Sapapetris 
ere 
Su€_pywpar 
Sapapetris 
ort 


emrurobet 


+ y VBR,: B mg. taxa Ocia . 


+ 70 BW de V 
eotiy M 
om. P 
“MP 
ins. 0 V 
7 MP 4 éov VB 
B mg. taxa «i 
om. VB 
| B mg. rdya éddyiora 


t vonbaow B 
éxiev MV 
éxovow M 
merukaci M zeroxac. V 
macw M 
akovw P 
xaAqrrepa MP 

+70 MVPB 
NeAaAnkacw M 
ous M 
éotw M 
te MV 
kaXetv MP 

Tt d6dvovra VB 

t diWaxtixa VB 

tins. ro) MVB 
addopévov M 
mynv VB 

tom. VB 


Sapapeitis M 
eruvev M 
Sapapeitis M 
T dxaipeorepo. VB 
om. VB 
Sapapeiris M 
exwev MVB 
épxopar VB 
Zapapeitis M 
eotiy M 
ert aire B mg. 


23 Cav 
1 avrys 
1 ante viv 
3 dAdopevov 
4 ov 
5 dyAov ote 
6 eae 
9 devy9 
11, 12 addAopévov 
13 dao 
15 vo 


16 wepi rov 


17 ws Tov 


SP 14, 1 1 S8evd rois 


1, 2 éyyeyvpvacpeévors 
7 ante rod 
9 A€yovros 





10 yuveoKover 
P. 15,1. 1 Bir cdOéws 
2 édeye 
5 otovei 
10, 12 dweOave—avdpi érépw 
14 zws 
19 Sapapeiris 
21 xa’ ov 
22 Kai 
23 maparebeioav 
24 dvereyxPyvar 
P. 16, 1. 2, 3 Grd’ didi pevotvre 
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om. B 
aity MV BP 
ins. kai VB (V intra lin.) 
a\Aopévov M 
cot MP 
dnAovoti V 
cAaBev M 
duvnPjvac MP 
adAopevov M 
at V 
ex VB 
wept TO MR,: apd ro VR, 
Tapa. Tov B 
ws 0 airdv VB (sed in V o 0 at 
seriori, ut videtur, manu sunt 
scripta) o érov MR, 
T év Svvarots VERB: evoewva tors M 
éevyeyupvacpevors M 
ins. ro VB 
déyovres MVPB: B mmg. A€yovtos 
ywookovow M. 
eirevOécews MP 
eleyev M 
+ otov 7 BV otov ei M 
om. VB 
mos MVB 
Sapapeitis M 
kabov 
om. MP 
T wapatilcicav MV B 
dueAexOynvar P 
aAdXa. dio pev ovv tT. MP 
toB 
amébavev M 
toB 
t npvetro VB 
édwxev M 
otva. M civac P (sed ser. man. 
otvat) 
ins. zpos VB: B mg. taxa mpwrovs 
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4 xabexaorynv Ka? éxaotnv M 
5 éxew ioxev MVPB 
5 wpiAnKevar wpetAnkéevar M 
7 Kal mvevpatiKey } mvevpatie VB 
10 wévte eé MP 
11 éws av ye ws ye MP 
15 ore om, V 
18 um’ avris cipnpévwv cipnpevuv vm’ adras VB 
25 émve  Gruev M 
P. 18, 1. 1 werwxévar | + weroxevac VB 
5 adrovov - drovos P 
8 post Tov tins. Tra MVB 
9 wemwxkevar meroKkevar VB 
10 erdapBave eAdpBavev MV 
14,15 évexadéeoapev T evevexadéoapev VB 
18 py om. V 
18 dwyce dsuljon MP 
22 y om, VB 
24, 5 8idods civar Conv etvar didovs Conv B: Lonv eivar 
did0vs V 
25 edeye eXeyev M | 
26 zepiaperer + mepratpyon. VB 
26 ywopevnv yevonevn P: ywouevry MVB | 
P.19, 1. 1 exew exer M | 
1 éketva exeivov VB: éxeiva M a 
6 Sapapetrw Sapapeiriy M - 
6 avevoecgapevnv av évoeéapevny VB 4 
9 aivirropevos evittoevos M 
11 ris tom. B 
12 aor macw M 
16. éuionoe euionoev M 
17 “IaxoB hpéaros Cavros véaros MP 
18 da devo M 
18 pride py dé VB 
18 dépywpar du€pxopar P 
P. 20, 1. 1 ra to MVPB 
3 TOV avopa cov cov Tov avopa B 
6 Kopicer Oat Kopicucbar MP 
8 avrijs auTns V 
9 edeyev avrp om. VB 
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10 tye | elyev M 
14 dwvyréov dwvytatov MP 
21 éyes . +t €xo VB 
22 Sapapetris Sapapeitis M 
23 avdpas +t yap VB 
24 “Hpaxdréwve “Hpaxrewv P 
j 26 7 7M 
—P. 21, 1 1 énAqoiager érdyoiale VB 
x 4 ante rvevparixyn ins. 7 MVB 
| 8 prborotias pv0oro.etas MP 
9,10 Kat ayafov...kapzous om. MVR,R,PB 
10 Sapapeires Sapapeirnys M 
13 érdpvevoe eropvevoeyv MV B 
14,5 apopyrys mpopyris P 
16 dé€yere A€yerar P 
16 éoriv éora. MP 
17, 8 Sapapetris Sapapeitis M 
23 duedeyxPevtwv dueAcyxfevr MR, (hic laesus est 
Codex Monac.) 
23 aris avrots VBR,: om. airas R, (lac. 
| relicta) 
~P. 22, 1. 1 Karadndéevros katadepbevtros PB: kxaradeupbev- 
vas MV 
3 idetv rpopyrny eivar mpopyrny civar idetv VB 
5 rocovrov tocov VB 
7 «is Tovro eis TO TO MV PB 
12 Mwo7s Movons VB 
16 *Iodyxap *‘Iooaxap M 
16 Bevopeiv Beviapnv V 
17 TarBar yeBar VB 
17 PovByv povBin VB 
Pe. 23,1. 1 Suv Sev MP: 
4 4 wKxodopnobar wKodopeia Ga VB 
4 Sodopavros SorAopavos MV B 
5 A€yovaor Aeyovow M 
7 vevopuke vevopixey M 
7 post rade ins. 7 Tobe PM 7d VB 
9 cvyxaréBawov cvvkatéBawav M 
11 Sapapeds Yapapeis P 


13 TOUTW tovto P 
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14 Aéyere 
21 dvaropys 
23 Tod 

23, 4 duxacpos 
24 Suv 


25 émamopyoew 


P. 24,1. 3, 4 76 pev tis 
11 zpookvvycovet 
12 Suv 
13 éore 
13 azep 
14 post io 
16 9% 


17 évOade ieparevpa 


18 zpoodépovrat 
19 vopov ; 
21 ante adnOunyv 
26 epxerau 
7 eori 
9 éori 
9 otwor 
P. 25, 1. 3, 4 mpoxomnv 

7 p0avovras 

7, 8 vopsopneba 
8 yovv 
10 mpooxuvycere 


13, 4 Sapapetris 


14 @yoi 

16 émve 

17 ro 

20 Sapapetrw 

21 avrynv 

25 Kav mpopynrevopev 
26 ywooKopev 


bo 
Oo 


pera O€ TadTa 
P. 26, 1. 1 avrys dice 
5 8v ayvoay 


> 


€V 


~I 


déyerar MP 

diavopns VB 

om. VB 

Sexacnos VB: B mg. dixacpos 
Sev P Sewwv M 


— éramopnow M 


TO ag (sic) P: P mg. ris 
mpooKkuvycovow MP 

Seov M 

eotiy M 

amep M 

om. tov VB 

77M 


evOa. ieparevpa VB: évOadeparevpa 


M 
mpoocayovra VB 
vonov MVP 
ins. trav MVPB 
épxeo0ar P 
eotiv M 
éorlv M 
otwar M 
mpooxorrev MP 
dbavovra P 
vopileneba M. 
ouv VB 
mporkuvycerat P 
Sapapeitis M 
dyoiv M 
exuev M 
om. VB 
Sapapeiriy 
airnv MVP 
kav tpodytevopev MVB 
ywooxkopev MVB 
peta Taira 6¢ VB 


airns paioe MP: airys dice V 


diavoray P: dv evyvovay B 
B mg. 60 ayvovay 
ex M 
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oe. 27, 1. 


19, 





Pe. 28, |. 


10, 





10 6 


12 éouxe 


14 rpooriOyor 


14 wepi 

15 post rim 
17 ra 

18 edéAeyxta 
19 * 


49 drraddayein 


23 mpookvvycere 
23 edoke 

3, 4 érefoduwce 
4 dpos 

6 & 

7 dpos 

8 6 

9 ‘lepordAvpa 


10 dpos 
11 of 
12 @ 
12 ot 


14 mpookvycere 

15 ovprapadrapBaver 
16 7dn 

20 tzoAapBavopev 
21 de 


23 OewpytiKwtepov 
23 post cadéorepov 
3, 4 mpockvvotar 

4 kpeutroves 


6 ioayyedou 


— 8 ovprrepipépovtat 


9 rots 

10 Kepdjowow 

11 voeicOw 

11 rpocarodeduixapev 


15, 6 apookuvycere 


20 éori 
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éouxey M 
mpootiOnow M 


72 BV 7 M 

ins. tpo7w VB 

to MVPB 

evedeyxata M 

nul. lac. MP: ins. d7A0v VB 

arrahdayet 7 M 

mpookuvycera P 

édofev M 

éerefod\woev M 

opos M 

ev M: jv P 

épos M 

ws P 

‘TepocoAvpa bis P 

om. P 

opos M 

om. M 

om. M 

om. VB 

mpookuvycetar P 

ovvrapadapBaver M 

yoee VB 

troAapBavonevov MV PB 

Snprovpyov P sed ser. man. in dé 
correctum est 

Jewpyrnkwtepov B 

ins. kal Pevorepov MV B 

mpookvvovow M 

kpetrrov wos MV B 

cicayyeko. MP 

ouprepipepwvtac VB: cvvrepidé- 
povrar M 

om. VB 

Kepoyoovow MP 

vonaGar P 

mpoaTrodeduKapev M. 

mpooxvncar MP 

eotiv M 
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e. 23.3 
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3. Kuplov - 

4 dkodrovbiav 
6 *Iovdator 

6 éort 

7 Sapapeiriv - 
7, 8 Sapepetru 
9 mpookvvotar 
10 ov : 
13 post wodv dé 
16 post avra 
17 puxrov 


2 caf "EAAqvas 


5 povor oidpevor 
6 ayyédous 

10 8 

12 éorpee 

13 post ofda 


ope. VB: o pyre P sed ser. man. 
deletur o | 

xou MP 

akoAovbeiav M 

oi “Iovdato. MB 

éotiv V 

Sapapeirwy M 

Sapapeirw M: Sapapeiryy V 

mpooxvvotow MVB 

kai MP 

ins. kaAAvov VB 

ins. kat B 

pecxtrov M : 

kabedyv as M: xabed\gev as P: 
ka? éXnvas V a 

povots iopevo. MP 

ayyeAdors M 

det M 

eotpepev M 

ins. dé MVPB 





THE LIFE AND TEACHING OF HERACLEON. 











_ OF the personal history of Heracleon hardly anything is 
known. Clement of Alexandria, quoting his comment on a 
passage of S. Luke, calls him the most famous of the Valentinian 
School*, Origen prefaces his first citation from Heracleon’s Com- 
mentary on the Gospel of 8S. John with the information that he 
was said to have been a pupil (or, perhaps, an acquaintance) of 
Valentinus’. He is mentioned once by Irenaeus in conjunction 
with Ptolemaeus, and possibly with Valentinus, who is at any 
rate mentioned several times by name shortly before, as the chief 


1 Clem. Alex. Strom. tv. 9, p. 595 (ed. Potter), 6 ris OvanXevrivov oxodjs Soxt- 
pebraros. i 

2 Origen, Comm. in Joann. u. 8, rov Ovadevrivov Aeyduevov elvar yvdpimorv. It 
seems probable that Origen here uses the word yvwpiuos in the sense of ‘pupil,’ a 
meaning which it often bears. Cf. Clem. Alex. Strom. v. 11, rodro dpa Bovderau 
_ kat 7r@ Tvdayopa % wevtaerias cw) jv Tots yvwpluos mapeyyvg, and Ibid. 1. 4, 
Hippolytus, Refutatio, 1. 13, Anudxpiros 5é Acvxlrrov yivera yrwpuos. Justin 
Martyr, Apol. 1. 32, dv (sc. m@dov) éxé\evoev dyayelv ait@ rére Tods yywpluous 
ab’rod. Joseph. B. J. rv. 8. 3, bd ’Edooalov tod mpophrou" yvepiuos 5é Fv obros 
“Ha kal duddoxos. Philo 1. 201. 6 (ed. Mangey), érére yap warip vidv Turret cwppo- 
vigwv 7 diddokados yvwpimor, and 1, 208. 4. Plutarch, 2. 448 (Francofurt. 1620), 
dri yrwpinwy Kal pabyradv épacral Kadov’peva kal ovres (of the gradual growth of the 
pupil’s affection for his master). Cf. also Strabo 1.1.11. Philostratus 529 (2. 41. 
9 ed. Teubner), 578 (2. 84. 13), and 583 (2. 88, 4), and Suidas sub voce. The 
growth of the meaning may be traced in such passages as Xen. Mem. 2. 3, 1, 
GIENPH ev aNAHAow, EauTE (SC. Dwxparer) dé yrwpiuw. 

At the same time the word would hardly be used of one who had joined a school 
after the death of the Master. Its use is not compatible with any great difference 
of date between Valentinus and his pupil. - 
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exponent of the opinions under discussion. Tertullian also 
refers to him once as having developed the Valentinian teaching 
on the lines suggested by Ptolemaeus*» The author of the 
efutatio® mentions him and Ptolemaeus as the chief exponents of 
the Italic school of Valentinianism. In the preface at the beginning 
of the sixth book he is placed after Ptolemaeus. Theodoret‘ 
mentions him after Secundus, in quite general terms, with Cossia- _ 
nus, Theodotus, Ptolemaeus, Marcus. He is also once referred to 
by Photius’. 
Praedestinatus® is certainly wrong in telling a story of him : 
: 





which connects his name with the Roman episcopate of Alex- 
ander (c. 110 A4.D.). ‘Hic in partibus Siciliae inchoauit docere : 
contra hunc susceperunt episcopi Siculorum, Eustachius Lily- 
baeorum et Panormeorum Theodorus, quique omnium per Siciliam 
erant episcoporum synodum exorantes gestis eum audire decre- 
uerunt et uniuersas adsertiones eius dirigentes ad sanctum Alex- 
andrum urbis episcopum rogauerunt, ut ad eum confutandum 
aliquid ordinaret. Tune sanctus Alexander ad singula quaeque 
capita hydri singulos gladios dei uerbi de uagina diuinae legis 
eiciens librum contra Heracleonem ordinans, feruentissimum in- 
genio Sabinianum presbyterum destinauit, qui et scriptis episcopi 
et adsertione sua ita eum confutaret, ut nocte media nauis prae- 
sidio fugeret, et ultra ubinam deuenisset penitus nullus sciret.’ 
The date is impossible, and the heretical views on baptism 
attributed to him in the same account (nihil obesse baptizatis 
peccata memorabat) have no greater claims to be accepted as part 
of his teaching. 

That he had a school of followers we know from Praedestinatus, 
‘Sextadecima haeresis Heracleonitarum ab Heracleone adinuenta 


1 Trenaeus 11. 4. 1, Honorificentius reliquis aeonibus ipsius (?) Ptolemaei et 
Heracleonis et reliquis omnibus qui eadem opinantur. 

2 Tertullian, adv. Valentinianos c. 4, Deduxit et Heracleon inde tramites quos- 
dam et Secundus et magus Marcus. 

3 Hippolytus, Refutatio Omn. Haeres., v1. 35. 

+ Theodoret, Haeret. Compend. 1. 8, kal ddd dé pbpior évredOev dvepinoar 
aipécews dpxnyol, Kogowavis, Oeddoros, “Hpaxdéwv, IroNeuatos, Mdpkos, dudpopa 
mpoemivonoavrTes Séyuara. 

© Photius, Ep. 134 (ed. Ric. Montacutius). 

6 Praedestinatus, Haer. 16. 
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est’: from Augustine’ (c. 16) ‘ Heracleonitae ab Heracleone’: from 
Epiphanius (Haer. xxxvi.) ‘Hpaxréwv cal oi an’ avtod “Hpa- 
kKrewvitat: and from Origen (passim), e.g. of am’ avtod, olyerat 
avtois Ta THS uvOoTroLias, of dO THS yvopnNs avToOd. 

The fact that a school of his disciples was in existence when 
Origen wrote his Commentaries on S. John (of which parts at any 
rate were written before A.D. 228”), does not necessitate any earlier 
date for Heracleon than the end of the second century. The exact 
- meaning of Origen’s description of him (Comm. in Joann. I1. 8) is 
uncertain, but the phrase used (yvaépipos) would hardly be natural, 
unless Heracleon had been a prominent member of the school 
-during the lifetime of Valentinus. And we cannot lay m 
stress on the fact that Origen admits that his account is on 
from hearsay (Aeyduevov). In the absence of more direct evidence 
_ we have no reason to distrust this tradition. On the other hand, 
stress has been laid on the probability that the heads of the 
Western or Italic School of Valentinians were contemporary, 
or nearly so, with those of the Anatolic School to whom they are 
opposed in the Refutatio. But as there is nothing to tell us 
how quickly the two schools respectively developed, or whether 
those who were regarded by a later age as most representative of 
_ them were those who stood at the head at the same time, such 
an argument is very precarious. The constant connexion of the 
_ names of Ptolemaeus and Heracleon, not always in the same order, 
is our only guide. As the order is never necessarily chronological, 
its variation does not prove that they were absolutely contempo- 
rary, but it certainly gives a high probability to the supposition 
that they were nearly so. All we know for certain is, that 
' Heracleon’s Commentary on S. John was in existence before 228, 

and that a comment of his on Luke xii. 8—11 was quoted by 
Clement as early as 193. Clement’s silence as to the Commen- 
_taries on S. John affords no evidence of a later date than this 
for their composition. Lipsius points out the probability that 
Trenaeus had heard of him when he came to Rome about 176 
or 177: and at any rate the school of Ptolemaeus was well 








1 Augustine, De haeresibus liber, c. 16 (ed. Migne, vol. vii. p. 27). 
2 See the Article ‘Origen’ in Dict. of Chr. Biogr. vol. tv. p. 114. 
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established at that time’. We may perhaps go a little further. 
It may be reasonably assumed that the lectures of Irenaeus, on 
which, according to the most probable interpretation of Photius’, 
the Compendium of Hippolytus was founded, were delivered not 
later than 177°, and we know that in this Compendium the heresy 
of Heracleon was described. This can be gathered, almost with 
certainty, from the place assigned to him in the Minor Heresiolo- 
gists. This evidence is independent of the disputed question of — 
the date of the Syntagma of Hippolytus. Thus we have no 
evidence which necessitates an earlier date than 170 for the 
appearance of Heracleon as a Heresiarch, but on the other hand 
there is a considerable probability, if we allow to the expression of © 
Origen the full force of its most natural interpretation, that the 
true date is somewhat earlier, and in closer proximity to the 
death of Valentinus. Heinrici* has made use of the reference to 
Heracleon in Clement's Eclogae Propheticae’, which he regards as 
a very early work of the Alexandrine Father, to press the earlier 
date ; but, if we take the more common view that these formed 
part of the lost books of the Hypotyposes®, this argument has of 
course no weight. 

The only other possibly available evidence is such as igh be 
deduced from the character of the Valentinian doctrine dealt with 
in the Refutatio, supposing that we ought te regard this doctrine 
as Heracleonic. It is always allowed to be of a later type than 
that represented in Irenaeus, and thus its contents might possibly — 
give us some clue to Heracleon’s date; but with this question we 
are not yet in a position to deal. Suffice it to say here that the 
chronological difference need not be great, and that the Refutatio, 
if it has any connexion with Heracleon, represents in all probability 
a stage of Heracleonism more developed than the teaching of the 
Master himself. Here then we must leave, at any rate for the 
present, the question of Heracleon’s date. 


1 Lipsius in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschrift fiir Wissenschaftliche Theologie, 1867, 
p. 81. 


2 Lightfoot, Clement of Rome (2nd ed.), vol. 1. p. 414. 

3 Ibid, p. 423. 

4 Die Valentinianische Gnosis und die Heilige Schrift, p. 13. 
5 See Fragment 49. 


6 See Dict. of Chr. Biogr. vol. 1. p. 564 ‘Clement.’ 
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We know from Origen’s direct statement, as well as from 
the fragments cited by him, that Heracleon was the author of 
vrouvnpata’. These included Commentaries on at any rate 
large portions of the Gospel according to S. John, and probably 
also on that according to S. Luke. This follows from Clement’s 
statement on Luke xii. 8—11, todrov é&nyovpevos tov TorTov 6 
“Hpakréov, «.7.r. Whether he also wrote on S. Matthew is 
uncertain’. That he used it as authoritative follows from his 
citation® of Matt. viii. 12, of viol ths Bacidelas é&eXevoovTat 
(Text. Rec. é«BrnOnoovrar), to prove the destruction of the men 
of the Demiurge. 


The place of Heracleon among the Valentinians is given 
differently by different heresiologists. Philaster and Pseudo- 
Tertullian place him next. to Secundus; Epiphanius and Augus- 
tine after Colarbasus. We do not possess sufficient information, 
either in the fragments of his own writings which remain, or in the 


very scanty references of other writers, to clear away the obscurity 


which shrouds his system. The statement of Ps.-Tertullian, 
‘Qui cum Valentino paria sentit sed nouitate quadam pronun- 
tiationis uult uideri alia sentire, is perhaps unfair in its im- 
putation, but it comes as near the truth as we can get. The 
information given by the Minor Heresiologists is but scanty. 


PHILASTRIUS. Ps.-TERTULLIANUS. 


Dicens principium esse unum Introducit enim in primis illud 
quem dominum appellat, deinde de fuisse quod...pronuntiat, et deinde ex 
hoe natum aliud, deque his duobus_illa monade duo ac deinde reliquos 
generationem multorum adserit prin- aeones. Deinde introducit totum 
cipiorum. Valentinum. 


What word is to be supplied to fill up the lacuna in the 
account of Ps.-Tertullian, has been sufficiently discussed by others’. 
The phrase ‘ex illa monade’ just below certainly suggests that 
‘monadem’ is the only natural reading. Thus we get Movas as 
the starting point of the Heracleonic system, according to the 


1 Origen, Comm. in Joann. v1. 8 év ois karadédourev Sropvhpacw. 
2 See Fragment 51 (note). 

3 Origen, Comm. in Joann. xu. 59. 

4 Cf. Lipsius, Quellenkritik des Epiphanios, p. 170. 
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Syntagma of Hippolytus, the almost certain source of the accounts _ 
which we are considering. And this agrees exactly with the — 
account given by Hippolytus in the Refutatio, where the system 
described under the section devoted to Valentinus starts from 
a povas ayévyntos, adOaptos x.7.r. (see Hippolytus, Ref. Omn. — 
Haeres. v1. 29). Combining this with the direct statements of — 
Trenaeus (I. xi. 1) with regard to the tenets of Valentinus himself, — 
we may regard it as most probable that, whereas Valentinus’s 
system starts with an original Dyad, his more Pythagoreanising 
pupil Heracleon referred the origin of all things to an eternal 
Monad. Other more distinctly Pythagoreanising tendencies of — 
Heracleon and his school will come under notice later on. | 

The next step is more obscure. The most natural explanation — 
of the facts recorded by the Minor Heresiologists is that Heracleon 
spoke of his second principle indifferently as one, or as a Dyad, of 
which the two principles were not very clearly distinguished. It 
must correspond to the Valentinian Nods and ’AdjOeva: and very 
possibly he may have often referred to it as a\7Oeva: compare the 
use in the Fragments of the term 7@ tratpi tis adnOeias. The — 
exact agreement of this with the account given in the Refutatio 
must be noted. We need only quote vi. 29, wpoéBarev ovv Kai 
éyévynoev avTos 6 TaTnp, BoTep Hv povos, vodv Kal adnOevav 
tovtéots Suvada. The next clause also agrees well enough with 
the rest of Ps.-Tertullian and Philaster: Tvs xupia kai apy) 
yéyove kal untnp TavTev Tov évTds TANPOMaTos KaTapLOpovpevwv. — 
aidvev. This combines the ‘deinde reliquos aeones’ of Ps.-Ter- — 
tullian, and Philaster’s ‘deque his duobus generationem multorum 
adserit principiorum.’ 

But here a digression is necessary. Harnack in an interesting 
note’ has suggested that the ‘alius clarus magister’ of Irenaeus 


1 Zur Quellenkritik der Geschichte des Gnosticismus, p.62n. He further sug- 
gests that Tertullian, in his copy of Irenaeus, may have found Heracleon’s name 
in this place (Irenaeus, 1. xi. 3). But Lipsius (Die Quellen der dltesten Ketzer- 
geschichte, p. 67 n.) has shewn that Tertullian reproduces this section of Irenaeus 
almost verbatim, subsequently to his mention of Heracleon, without connecting it 
with Heracleon’s name (Tert. adv. Valent. c. 37). Harnack also sees in the words 
of Irenaeus 1. 4. 1, ‘honorificentius...reliquis aeonibus ipsius Ptolemaei et Hera- — 
cleonis,’ a hint that Ptolemaeus and Heracleon agreed in prefixing to the ordinary 
series of Valentinian Aeons, projected by the Father, a series of higher beings, — 
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(I. xi. 3) should perhaps be identified with Heracleon. But it has 
been pointed out that exactly the same teaching, with regard to 
Movorns, ‘Evorns, Movas and “Ep, is attributed to Marcus, with a 
reference apparently to this passage, by means of the words «a@ 
@ mpoeipytas (Irenaeus I. xv. 1)’. We may also compare the words 
with which Marcus is introduced in c. xiii. 1 (the Greek is not 
available, as Epiphanius has here epitomised the words of 
Irenaeus); ‘alius uero quidam ex iis, qui sunt apud eos, magistri 
emendatorem se esse glorians; Marcus est autem illi nomen.’ 
We may therefore conclude that the section I. xi. 3 refers to 
Marcus and not to Heracleon. But Lipsius is inclined® to regard 
the description of Heracleon, which Hippolytus gives in the 
Syntagma, as based on this passage of Irenaeus. If this is right, 
it follows of course that the information to be found in the 
Syntagma about Heracleon is open to grave suspicion. But, in his 
article on Valentinus, Lipsius has shewn that Hippolytus cannot 
have derived his statements as to the pupils of Valentinus 
(Secundus, Ptolemaeus and Heracleon) from the account of 
Irenaeus (I. xi. xii.) alone, but must have used some other source 
as well, if indeed he used this passage at all: and that the parti- 
cular doctrines assigned by Irenaeus to Secundus and Ptolemaeus, 
those of the terpas de&tad and dpiotepa, and the two ovfuyor 
respectively, are not so attributed by Hippolytus, while the dis- 
tinction of the two Yodiar, assigned by Irenaeus to Secundus 
(I. xi. 2), is in Hippolytus assigned to them both. The connexion 
then is so very loose that, when we find that Hippolytus (see 
Ps.-Tertullian, quoted above) makes Heracleon’s first principle to 
be Movas, we need hardly assume that he derived this from 
__ Irenaeus 1. xi. 3, where the first principle of the ‘clarus magister’ 


But the ‘ipsius’ will hardly bear out this; and as no mention has been made in 
_ the chapter at all of Ptolemaeus, the ‘ipsius’ is in any case strange. It would 
refer much more naturally to Valentinus, who alone has been mentioned so far. 
Perhaps we should insert an ‘et’ after ‘ipsius,’ reading ‘ipsius et Ptolemaei.’ 

1 See Neander, Genetische Entwickelung der gnostischen Systeme, p. 169: with 
this must be compared Dr Salmon’s article on ‘Epiphanes,’ Dict. of Christ. Biogr. 
vol. 11, 

2 See his article on ‘Irenaeus,’ Dict. of Christ. Biogr. vol. 11. p. 261. But we 
should also compare Die Quellen der dlt, Ketzergeschichte, pp. 169, 170; and his 
article on ‘Valentinus,’ Dict. of Christ. Biogr. vol. tv. p. 1084, 
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is Movérns. There would seem then to be no valid reason for 
rejecting the information afforded by Hippolytus on the ground of 
its derivation from this passage of Irenaeus, which refers to another 
teacher. Whence Philaster derived his statement that Heracleon 
called his first principle ‘Dominum’ is not known. It is quite 
possible that he may have used the term Kupuos (cf. cupia, Hipp. 
Refut. v1. 29); but of this we know nothing. 

The only other information afforded by the Minor Heresiologists 
is ‘Deinde introducit totum Valentinum,’ which is probably true 
enough. With the probable exceptions already considered there 
is no reason to suppose that Heracleon materially altered the 
system of his master, or that he laid any particular stress on the 
details of the system. His interest seems to have been more in the 
general theological and philosophical teaching of Valentinianism, 
and the interpretation by it of the Canonical Books which he 
regarded as authoritative, and especially of the Gospel according 
to S. John. 

The patchwork of Epiphanius' need not detain us long. His 
points of contact with Philaster and Ps.-Tertullian betray the use 
of the Syntagma; and most of the rest consists so obviously of 
gleanings from Irenaeus that it is unnecessary to look further for 
his authority. The choice of Marcosian sources for his investiga- 
tions was the natural consequence of the relative positions he 
assigns to Marcus, Colarbasus and Heracleon. At the same time 
the teaching of Heracleon on the two viol av@pmrov (Frag. 35) _ 
lends plausibility to the supposition that the dro. of Irenaeus 
I. xii. 4 may have some connexion with Heracleon, and that he 
did call the Father of All dv@pw7os. But, as a Commentator like 
Heracleon was bound to make use of the Evangelic phrase vids 
avO@paérrov, the identification is precarious. For the rest we should 
perhaps notice the parallelism of ure dppev pyre Onrv with Hipp. 
Ref. vi. 30 (év péev yap TO ayevvnte, dynolv, éott wavta dpmod, év &é 
Tots yevvyntots, TO wev OnAv...Td 5é appev), because of the dyai, 
with which we must deal later on. The description of the devrépa 
entnp is a natural description of what formed part of every 
Valentinian system. LEpiphanius might easily have added it 
himself, without deriving it from any particular source. The 


1 Epiphanius, Haer. xxxvi. 
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words Bovreras 5é wrciova TOV TPO aUTOD Kal ovTOS Aéyevv, When 
compared with the statement of Ps.-Tertullian quoted above, point 
to the existence of some such accusation in the Syntagma. 

We know from the Refutatio that Heracleon belonged to the 
Italic school of Valentinians ; but beyond this no further informa- 
tion as to his teaching has come down to us, apart from his own 
writings; unless indeed the account of Valentinianism given by 
Hippolytus in the Refutatio is to be connected with the name of 
Heracleon. This question can only be settled by an examination 
of the points of contact between the two in matter and lan- 
guage; and this it will be better to reserve for the notes on the 
Fragments. It will not be out of place here, however, to trace 
shortly the illustrations which the Fragments offer of those pas- 
sages of the Refutatio, which are confessedly derived from a 
document quoted, noticing also again the parts of such passages 
which shew similarity to the account of Heracleon given in the 
Syntagma. The first of these passages (Ref. VI. 29), #v draws, dyot, 
yevyntov ovdev, tatnp dé Hv movos ayévyntos, ov TéoTov éyanr, 
ov Ypovoy, ov aUpBovXoV, OVK AAANV TLVA KaT ovdéva TOV TPOTTOY 
vonOjva. duvayévnyv ovoiav, is in thorough harmony with the 
account in the Syntagma. The description of dyarmn, though 
worthy of the author of the Fragment (50) on owodoyia, offers no 
point of contact with the Fragments. The agreement of the next 
sentence, rpoéBarer ovv...tovtéa ts Suada, «.T.r., With the Syntagma 
has been pointed out, but it is not directly attributed to the 
document. The next sentence so attributed, tovtov yap, dyci, 
TéNELoTepov apLOmwod x.T.r., is in harmony with the Pythagorean 
tendency to dwell on numbers, which is seen in Fragments 16, 18, 


_ 40, where Heracleon explains the significance of the 46 years 


occupied by the building of the Temple, the six husbands (ac- 
cording to his text) of the woman of Samaria, and the seventh 
hour when the son of the Bacwdcx0s was healed. With the 
sentence €v pév ydp TO ayevvnto, pyolv, K.T.r. we have dealt 
before. With the following attn éoti, dynoiv, 7 ayabn,.1 émoupa- 
vos ‘lepovoanrru, eis hv émrnyyeiNato 6 Beds eicayayetv Tovs 
viovs Iopanr, must be compared the ‘Iepovead)u of Fragment 13, 
of which the yuyiKds tomos, typified in John i. 13 by ‘lepooo- 
uma, is an eixav. (Cf. the note in loc.) 
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In chapter 32, after the explanation of apy? codias poBos 
xupiov (Prov. i. 7), attributed by the use of @yci to the same 
document, we find a long passage, which it will be necessary to quote — 
in full. “Eore 5é rupoédns, dnolv, 7 ~uxiKn ovoia, Kadeirar dé 
Kal tomos [wecdtnTos] Um avTdv Kai EBdSomds Kal Tadraios TOV 
nuepav' Kal boa ToLadTa A€yovet epi ToUTOU, TadTa elvaL TOD 
uyxixod, ov pacw elvar Tod Kdcpou Snutoupyov’ ote Sé mupwdys. 
Neyer, dynol, cal Mavors: Kupsos 6 Oeos cov rip éotl préyov 
Kal KaTavadicKov. Kal yap TOUTO ovTas yeypadOat Oérer. SuTrAR 
Sé ris éott, hynolv, 7 Sivapis TOD Tupds* ETL yap Tp Tappayor, 
katacBecOnvat un Suvvapevov...kaTa TovTO Toivuy TO pépos OvnTh 
tis éoTw 1 ux7, mecoTns Tis ovoa’ éott yap eRBdouds Kal 
KaTaTravols. vUTokaTw yap éotl THs oydoados, brou éotiv H 
codia, nuéepa penoppwpévn, UTepavw dé THS bANS, HS eaTl Sy- 
puoupyos. éav ovv é£opotwOy Tots avw, TH oydodes, abavatos 
éyéveto Kat nAOev eis THY dySoada, HTis éotl, Hynolv, ‘lepoveadnpy 
érroupavios’ éav Sé éEopowwOn TH UAH, TouTécTL Tos mabect ToIs 
UALKols, POaptTn Extat Kal am@xeTo [? éots Kal arodrAvTa]. It 
is impossible to determine how much of this passage is actually — 
quoted from the document in question: but the tézros [wecorntos] © 
reminds us of Frag. 13, tov wuyvxov tomov, Frag. 40, To var0- — 
BeBnxore péper THs pecotnTtos, and Frag. 35, vmép tov tomov. 
And the account of yuyvxn ovcia as éBdouds, and of the con- ~ 
ditions under which it may become a@avaros, vividly recalls the — 
description of yruy7 in Fragment 40. — 

In chapter 34 (sub fin.), apart from the quotation from 1 Cor, 
il. 14, all that is necessarily taken from the document is wwpia dé, — 
dnolv, éotiv n Svvapis Tod Snutovpyod. On the agreement, or — 
disagreement, of the next sentence, wwpds yap Hy, «.7.r., with — 
Fragment 2, see the note in loc. | , 

The rest of the quotations from the document, and there are — 
practically only two more, offer no points of comparison or of — 
contrast. But this examination reveals a very decided similarity 
between such parts of his system as can be discovered from the 
Fragments of Heracleon, and the passages of the Refutatio where by — 
the use of @yct Hippolytus shews that he is quoting a particular — 
Gnostic document’. It has never been proved that Valentinus 


1 The researches of Staihelin (Harnack, Texte und Untersuchungen v1. 3) do not 
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cannot have been the author of this document. But if the view, 
that the Pythagoreanising element was chiefly developed by 
Heracleon'’, is true, the Valentinian authorship is highly im- 
probable. The similarity of its contents to the Fragments of 
Heracleon do not prove that he was the author, but ssay render 
such a supposition very probable indeed. The more detailed 
comparison of the rest of the account in Hippolytus with the 
Fragments proves, I think, that the system on which the account 
is based is Heracleonic; while certain differences lead us to 
attribute it rather to the school of Heracleon, than to the founder — 
of the school himself. I speak of course of the system on which 
Hippolytus bases his account: divergent systems and opinions are 
frequently mentioned. 
Thus no certain evidence for Heracleon’s date can be gained 
from the Refutatio. The Pythagoreanising tendency, and the 
absence of a ovfvyos of the Father, which we may attribute with 
probability, though not with certainty, to Heracleon, are not 
necessarily late elements. The details of the system, which are 
generally regarded as of a later type, may or may not be his. 
Of the Hucerpta ex Theodoto it is not necessary to speak 
at length here. The chief illustrations of the Fragments afforded 
by them will be referred to in the notes. Considerable verbal 
‘similarities exist, but we are not yet, if indeed we ever can be, in 
a position to deal certainly with the ‘Quellenkritik’ of the 
Kacerpta. 
We must now turn to the surer ground of the Fragments 
themselves, and conclude with a hort. summary of the Senabsie 
of Heracleon, as it can be derived from his own writings. 
_ The nature of God is in itself unspotted, pure, invisible. He 

is Spirit, and can only be worshipped duly by those who are 
of the same nature as Himself, and whose worship is spiritual, not 
earnal (Fr. 24). Elsewhere he is called 6 watp ths adnOeias 
(Fr. 20). We hear in Fr. 16 of a tetpas, 7 ampoomdoxos, which 
is probably the highest Tetrad of the Valentinian system, 1.e. the 
four highest male Aecons. The next highest Aeon of whom we 


| affect the question under discussion. He admits the trustworthiness of Hippolytus’s 
authority in this section of the Refutatio. 
1 See also Lipsius, Quellenkritik des Epiphanios, p. 170. 
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read is perhaps the dvw Xpiotds, who, according to the Hip- 
polytean account, sent the Kowds tod mAnpepatos Kapmros to 
Sophia; but the interpretation of Fr. 35 is uncertain. The 
Novos of Heracleon is not a member of the original Pleroma, — 
or Aeon, according to Heracleon’s usage of the term. The 
inhabitants of the Aeon came into being before him (Fr. 1). 
His position seems to correspond to that of the xowds Kxaptros 
in the Refutatio. All things, with the exception of the Aeon — 
and its inhabitants, came into being through him; that is to say, — 
according to Heracleon’s strange interpretation of da, he was the 
cause of the creation of the world by the Demiurge (aapacyeiv — 
THY aitiav THS yevéoews TOD Kdopov T@ 6.). Through his in- — 
dwelling activity the Demiurge worked. The avevyatixol were in — 
a stricter sense created by him, avtos ydp tiv mpeTny popdacw 
THV KaTa THY Yyéverw avTois Tapéoxe, TA UT AOU oTTapéVvTA 
els poppnv Kal eis dwticuov Kal Tepiypadny idiavy ayayov Kat 
avadei~as. He is the true Creator, and is also called Xpuoros 
(Fr. 22). He is further identified with the Saviour (Fr. 5), 
and it is probably he, to whom reference is made in the words — 
6 év alovl Kal of Vv avT@ éNOovTes (Fr. 22), as is shewn by what 
follows: é&Oev...0 ANoyos eis THY oikovpevnv. We hear of the 
Holy Spirit as driving out evil (Fr. 13), but nothing further 

is said on the subject. = 

Sophia is never mentioned in the Fragments, but her 
history is the archetype of that of the redemption of the 
mvevpatixol, which is represented as the true meaning of the 
story of the Samaritan Woman, and it is not possible to 
separate archetype from copy in Heracleon’s interpretation of the 
story. 

The Demiurge is frequently mentioned. Though in one ~ 
sense the world came into being through the Aoyos, the Demi- 
urge, inspired by him, is its immediate creator (Fr. 1). He it 
wag, in all probability, who sowed, unconsciously, the pneumatic — 
seeds which were formed and fostered by the Word (Fr. 3). He 
is typified by John the Baptist, who, when he professed his — 
unworthiness to loose the latchet of Christ’s shoe, is represented 
by Heracleon as speaking in the person of the Demiurge, who is 
thus made to confess his inferiority to the Christ (Fr. 8). He is 
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the Creator whom the Jews worshipped, and is represented by 
Jerusalem, the seat of the imperfect worship which was soon 
_ to pass away (Fr. 20). The worship offered to him by all his 
worshippers was carnal and mistaken (Fr. 22). He is again 
represented by the Baovdxds of John iv. 46. He is, as it were, 
a petty king (Fr. 40), set over a small kingdom by the Great 
King. His kingdom is the réos pecdrnros, in the inferior 
part of which, represented by Capernaum, his son lies sick. 
His nature is psychic, as is that of his son, which is represented 
by the number seven. This nature is capable of salvation by 
being assimilated to the higher spiritual nature, but the de- 
struction of those who remain his ‘men,’ and are not thus assimi- 
lated, is assured by the words of Christ in Matt. viii. 12. His 
ature is such that it requires signs and wonders before it can 
believe: it cannot Ady@ mucreverv. Yet he is easily persuaded of 
the superior power of the Saviour. He has his angels, here 
represented as slaves, who report to him on the well-being of 
his subjects, and the progress which they are making in conse- 
yuence of the Saviour’s advent. ‘He and his house’ represent 
his whole angelic order, and those men who are more nearly 
‘akin to his own nature. Such can be saved, though the salvation 
of some of the angels is doubtful, and the destruction of those 
men, who are merely ‘men of the Demiurge, is certain. Once 
more, according to one interpretation of éorw 6 &mTev Kal 
kpwov the Judge is the Demiurge, the Saviour’s minister, who 
performs the will of Him to whom all judgment has been com- 
mitted. 

The dsaBoros comes next in importance in Heracleon’s 
teaching. He is represented by the Mountain of Samaria (Fr. 
20), which is one part of the whole mountain of evil, the xkoopos 
worshipped by all before the Law, and since the Law by the 
Nations of the Gentiles. He cannot stand in the truth, because 
his nature is not of the truth, but of its opposite, of error and 
ignorance. Falsehood is his own by nature; he is physically 
neapable of speaking truth. His nature (for so Heracleon in- 
terprets 6 wat1)p avrod) is composed of error and falsehood 
(Fr. 47). His substance is different in kind from the Aoyx«n 
ovaia of the Saints (Fr. 45), He has desires but no will (Fr. 46). 
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The yovxoi are his children by nature, of the same substance 
as he. r. 

Corresponding to Adyos, Snutoupyos, dud Baron, we find the 
~ usual triple division of men into rvevpartixol, uxtKol, xovKol OF 
capkixoé (cf. Fr. 44, érépas odoias tuyydvovts tap ois Kkanrodor 
wuyixovs 7) vevpatixovs). The mvevpatixol are in some sense 
_ identical with the Aéyos, who imparted to them their form and 
personality (Fr. 2). The Holy of Holies, into which the Hi oh 
Priest alone enters, symbolises the place of their final destinatior 
(Fr. 13). The spiritual seed has been sown in the éudvonua, 
which is apparently the psychical part of those men who possess 
it (Fr. 16). Before the coming of Christ their spiritual nature 
was imprisoned in matter, corrupted by adulterous and irrational 
intercourse with hylic wickedness. Their former life was weak, 
temporal, deficient, because it was cosmic. When they are rescued 
by the Saviour, the life which He gives them is eternal and 
incorruptible (Fr. 17). Through ignorance of God and the : 
true worship which should be offered to Him, they lived i in 
former times no true life (Fr. 19). Yet the spiritual nature wag 
not wholly dormant ; the Church awaited Christ, and was persuaded 
that He knew all sNeiaber and was thus prepared to receive Him ~ 
(Fr. 25). But their rescue depends in no way on themselves ;_ 
the spiritual nature is gvce. ocwfouevov, and incorruptible. 
(Fr. 37). Faith corresponds to their true nature, and henceforth 
they offer to the Father of Truth that spiritual worship which is 
their rational service (Fr. 24). This they can do, because they 
are of the same nature as God. Rescued themselves, they are 
instrumental in the salvation of others, especially of those puxyucol 
who are capable of salvation. They pour forth what has been 
given them, unto the eternal life of others (€repos): So Heracleon 
interprets the d\Aouévou of John iv. 14 (Fr. 17). It is through 
and by the pneumatic that the psychic is brought to the Saviou. 
(Fr. 27). , 

The mrvevparixol are consubstantial with God, and are destined 
to salvation. With the wuyxol it is not so. They are the 
children of the Demiurge and share his nature. They are repre: 
sented by the Jews, who worshipped the Creator, the Demiurge 
instead of the Father of Truth (Fr. 19), who thought they kney 
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, but knew Him not, worshipping angels and months and 
oons (Fr. 21)*. They can be saved, but cannot enter the Pleroma: 
Depovide, the sphere of the Levites’ service, is the true symbol 
f their destined home, They are many in number, and form 
2 KAHows, in contrast to the small number of the spiritual 
Wn 4. But we learn most about their nature in Fragment 40. 
ike the mvevpatixot they are entangled in 0An: and they are 
, sick unto death. But their case is not hopeless; the ee 
ture possesses fitness for salvation (émurndelas eyoucar) ; 

+ the corruptible which puts on incorruption. Its nature is 
mbolised by the number seven. The Hebdomad, we learn from 
lipr Bidytiis)'ts the abode of the Demiurge, having affinities both 
ith the Ogdoad above, and the Hyle (whose number is six) 
elow. The psychic can rise to salvation or sink to destruction. 
‘here would seem then to be a freedom of choice. The Wuyexol 
re the mean between the necessarily saved and the hopelessly 
0 But whether the freedom of choice is real or only apparent, 
t is hard to say. 

_ The yovxoi are by nature the sons of the Devil. The wuyixol 
n, by doing his works, become sons of the Devil @éceu or a€ia, 
jut only the yorxoi are such by nature (Fr. 46). They are of the 
ame substance with the Devil, and thus differ in kind from the 
ther classes of men. Though it is nowhere expressly so stated, it 
ollows from the position which they hold in the system that their 
struction is inevitable. 

“To set free the mvevpartixol, and to save those yuyixol who 
e capable of salvation, was the work of the Saviour on earth. 
The exact nature of the Saviour who appeared on earth is 
where explicitly stated. But we learn that the Christ, who, 
we saw, probably corresponds to the cowds tod mAnpepatos 
tapmos of the Hippolytean account, came down from the 
iéyeOos, and took flesh as an vzrodnua (Fr. 8). As we learn 
his from a fragment which is dealing with the words of the 
saptist, pécos vuov otnKe, x.T.r., and as in Fr. 10 a dis- 
netion is made between the oda and that which dwells in it, 
ye may assume that Heracleon’s ‘Italic’ position is confirmed by 


: 
| 
| 


a On Heracleon’s use of the Preaching of Peter, see Fr. 21 (note), and Hilgen- 
ld, Nov. Test. extra Canon. receptum, tv. p. 64. 
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the Fragments (see Hipp. Refut. vi. 35). We do not know 
whether he commented on John i. 14 or not. The flesh which 
Christ took was imperfect and fitly represented by the Lamb. 
‘He who taketh away the sin of the world’ is the Higher Being, 
who dwells in the body. Traces of Docetism are to be found in 
the account of His healing of the son of the Baowduxds (Fr. 40, 
kataBdas mpos Tov Kapuvovta Kal iacapevos avrov), and in the 
description of His food as the performance of the Father’s will. 
The interpretation of His journeys as typifying His passing from 
the hylic to the psychic sphere, or His appearing in the world, of 
course proves nothing, and the symbolical interpretation does not 
exclude the historical. On the other hand the expressions used 
with regard to the Passion are surprisingly literal for a Gnostie. 
Not only does the Passion divide the two periods of the Saviour's 
sojourn on earth: (Fr. 38), but the slaying of the lamb at the 
Great Feast is typical of the Passion of the Saviour, as again 
the eating of it symbolises the Marriage Feast of the future 
(Fr. 12). ’ 

He appears publicly on earth first, apparently, at the time 
of the Baptism. His presence is declared to the people by the 
Baptist. Through his representative the Baptist, the Demiurge 
acknowledges the superiority of the Saviour. His journey to Caper- 
naum symbolises His descent into the hylic portions of the world: 
but the nature of this place is unsuitable, He can here neither 
do nor say anything. The journey to Jerusalem represents His 
ascent to the psychic sphere; He cleanses the Holy of Holies, 
the home of the pneumatic, and also, apparently, the Levites’ 
court, which belongs to the psychic. The powers of evil are driven 
out by the might of the Holy Spirit, and the Ecclesia becomes 
again the House of His Father. He goes down to Samaria 
to rescue the spiritual Church from the entanglements of matter, 
and the adulterous intercourse in which she had lived with her 
six husbands (Fr. 17); to restore her to her true husband above, and, 
for the present, to teach her the worship of the Father, ‘in spiril 
and in truth. By her means, and later by His own words, the 
higher class of yuyexolt are also rescued, and leave their forme 
cosmic life. Thus the spiritual Church is rescued; He gather. 
it in as a reaper, and sends forth His angels, represented here on 


THE LIFE AND TEACHING OF HERACLEON, 47 


earth by the Disciples, each one to his own partner: the final 
consummation is not till the mvevyartixol are given as brides 
_to the angels, and enter the Pleroma for the great Marriage Feast. 

_ He is said to have come to Samaria, in some sense, for the sake of 

the Disciples. Perhaps this may mean to rescue for the angels, 

whom they represent, their spiritual brides. The Saviour’s own 
work for the yuyixol is more fully described in Heracleon’s 
interpretation of the miracle of the healing of the son of the 

BactrxKds, which has been considered already. 

_ His work was not ended by the Passion. After the Resur- 

‘rection, no doubt, of the psychic Christ, the Saviour again 

appeared among His disciples and converted many more to faith 

than during the first period of His work. At length He was 
parted from them. The period between the Resurrection and 
the Ascension was probably regarded by Heracleon as considerably 
longer than forty days. This opinion was also held by other 

Gnostics: cf. Irenaeus I. iii. 2, wera tv é« vexpav avactacww 

SexaonTa pnol rAéyew Svatetpipévas avtov ody Tois pabnrais, 

and 1 xxx. 14, ‘remoratum autem eum post resurrectionem 

XVIII mensibus.’ 

_ Of the Eschatology of the system we do not hear much. The 
UAtKol are obviously doomed to destruction, and so are such of the 
apvxixot who are not raised and assimilated to what is higher ; 
the rest go to their own place of salvation, which we learn is 
without the Pleroma. The mvevyarixol, as we may reasonably 
conjecture from what is said, are given as brides to the angels 
of the Saviour, and enter into the Pleroma to partake of the 
eternal rest of the Marriage Feast and the highest worship of the 

__ Father ‘in spirit and in truth,’ 

























Enough examples have been given to shew the general character 
of Heracleon as a Commentator, but so far we have seen his worst 
side. He is seen at his best in the description of True Confession, 
in Life and not in Word only (Fr. 50). This whole fragment is of 
great interest and surprising excellence. At times in his Com- 
mentary on 8. John he is an acute and accurate observer. He 
has seen rightly that the passage beginning, ovdels tov Oedv 
é@paxev tomorte (Jn. i. 18), is not part of the Baptist’s speech, 
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but is added by the Evangelist himself (Fr. 3). His interpretation 
of adXopévov (Jn. iv. 14) is fanciful, but striking. What he says 
of the Will of the Father in Fr. 31 certainly does not deserve the 
censure it receives from Origen. He has interpreted rightly the 
simplicity of the disciples in asking My tis Hveyxev avt@ paryeiv; 
and the self-satisfied stupidity of the Jews in their suggestion 
of Myre amoxrevet éavtov; Indeed he is often at his best in 
those places where Origen complains of his want of spiritual 
insight and servile adherence to the letter. But his explanatory 
remarks are often strangely unfortunate. We may cite as 
examples his account of Christ’s inability to teach or work 
miracles at Capernaum (Fr. 11); his remark on the objections 
raised by the Pharisees to John’s baptism (Fr. 6); and his’ 
distinction of what the Saviour said about John himself, from 
what He said about the things concerning him (Fr. 5). And his 
whole system of metaphorical interpretation is the most arbitrary 
attempt to read into the Fourth Gospel the details and teaching 
of the system in which he had been brought up. At the same 
time we must remember that, though the application is more arbi- 
trary, the general method is exactly the same as that of Origen 
himself. Both extract the meaning they desire from the words on — 
which they are commenting by a violent system of metaphorical 
distortion. But whereas Origen applies his method more con-— 
sistently, and endeavours. to find a meaning which is based on a 
system formed from the study of the Fourth Gospel as a whole 
and of other books whose teaching is not alien to that of this” 
Gospel, Heracleon attempts, very often with excessive wildness, 
to discover in the Gospel a system which has only a superficial 
and verbal connexion with it. Yet, on the whole, though we 
cannot but feel that the author of Fragment 50 might have 
employed his ability in a more fruitful manner than he has some-- 
times done, there is much interesting matter, apart from the his- 
torical investigation of Valentinianism, to repay a careful study of 
the earliest Commentary on the Gospel of 8. John. | 

The bearing of Heracleon’s Commentary on questions con- 
nected with the authorship and acceptance of the Fourth Gospel 
does not come within the scope of this book, A list of passages of 
Scripture quoted, or referred to by him, will be found at the end. 
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“oy at 


itted one or two of those generally cited, 
ion or reference is probably made by Origen 
ucleon himself... The Index of Words will 
1ce for the study of his vocabulary and 


Jo. i. 3. 


THE EXTANT FRAGMENTS OF 


1. Orig. Comm. in Ioann. ii. 8 (R. tv. 66; L. 1. 117). 


Bialws 88 ofpar Kat ywpls paptupiov tov Ovadevtivov 
Aeydpevov elvar yvoptpov ‘Hpaxdéwva, dienyoUpevov To TIAN 
> > ~_ oe > , Tla \ , ° 
Ar ayTo¥ Erenero, eFerdpevar aNTa Tov eba MOP Kab T 
év av7@, éxxrelovta Tov TIANTWN, TO bcov émt TH UTrobécel 
avrod, Ta TOU Kdopou Kal TOV év avTe@ Siadépovta. pyot yey 


1.3. The exclusion of 7a rod xéc- 
pov kat trav év abrg Siadépovra from 
the wdvra is noticeable. Contrast 
Irenaeus 1. viii. 5 mdvta &v adrod 
éyévero kal xwpis atrod éyévero ovdé 
ys maou yap Trois per’ adrov alwcc 
poppys Kal yevécews alrios 6 dyos 
éyévero. The Valentinians generally 
deduced from the Prologue to the 
Fourth Gospel the origin of the 
Pleroma and its inhabitants. Cf. 
Excerpta ex Theodoto §6. The teach- 
ing of Heracleon is more nearly allied 
to that of Irenaeus, who frequently 
insists on the inclusion of the xécpos 
in mdyra, as against the ordinary 
Valentinian interpretation of the 
passage. 
that 7a év rq ald came into being 
before the Adyos gives us a clue to his 
views with regard to the Aéyos, who 
must be identified with the Adyos 
who, according to the Italic school, 
represented by Ptolemaeus and Hera- 
cleon, descended on the Son of Mary 
at the Baptism, 6 Néyos 6 ris wyrpds 


Heracleon’s supposition . 
































HERACLEON, 


=-q 


dvwbev ris coplas (Hipp. Refut. vi. 35) ). 
In the account given by Hippolytu 
we hear of seventy \éyor projected 
by Sophia and her cv{vyos, the xowa 
Tob wAnpwparos Kxapmrés. Probably 
Heracleon’s Aéyos corresponds to the 
avivyos of Sophia. At any rate he 
occupies a position below the alw 
and above the Demiurge. The Aé yo 
who appeared to Valentinus in th 
form of a new-born babe (Hipp 
Refut. vi. 42) cannot be assigne 
definitely to any place in the system 
but is most probably to be regarder 
as the cb{vyos of Zw}. Except th ar 
fore that the term (Aédyos) owes 
origin to the Prologue to St John 
Gospel, it has no connexion wil 
the Adyos of Heracleon. : 
5. duapdpovra. pyot yap] An w 
fortunate transposition of yap ar 
gnot in Cod. Ven. has misled F 
rarius into translating this passa 
‘Per sermonem inquit non insig 
non seculum ete,’ Huet’s tran 
tion of éxkXelovra «.7.r. ‘exclu 
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- aBovpevos To Mi TrpocOHic ToIc Adroic AYTOY, INA ME éAerZH Pr. xxx. 6 
2 KAI yeyarc réNH, mpoarlOnet T@ OYE EN TOV ev TO Kooue 

Kal érel tpopavyn éotl Ta vm avtod de- 
ueva ohddpa BeBiacuéva Kal Tapa tv évdpyeav éray- 
ppeva, eb TA vomtCopeva avT@ Ocia éxxreleTar THV TIANTON, 


™ TH KTIiCEL. 
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Ov Tov aidva } Ta év TO aidve yeyovévat 81a Tod 
Royou, ariwva olerat Tpd TOD Adyou yeyovévat. 
ie , \ , \ \ 2 ae oe: ar \ 

dé (ordpevos mpes re Kai ywpic aytoy éréneto oyaé EN, de Jo. i. 3. 


Bd , 
avaidéaTepov 


et lal n 
Ta Oe, ws éxeivos oieTat, TavTEehds POEipdpeva Kupiws TIANTA 


























wo TOUS cwTnpLa ypappara. 


8 nde] un. 


tem quantum ipsius fert hypothesis 
ex omnibus praestantissima quaeque 
mundi et eorum quae ipso continen- 
tur’ is unintelligible in connexion 
with the context. The ‘ things more 
excellent than the world and its con- 
ents’ are of course, as is explain- 
ed in the following words, the ais 
and its contents: By explaining 
to be the world and its con- 
nts, he excludes from rayra all 
hat is of a higher nature. 


derived no doubt originally from the 
"imaeus (38), cf. Frag. 18, jv yap 
THs 6 avnp év To aiG@m, and Frag. 
2, 6 év alan. 

(16. 16 rhs ypadijs Neyotons] Hil- 
ld, omitting deyovrns, which 


aidvi] For this sense of alwy, 


KaNEITaL, OVK erLdiaTpiTrréov TH dvaTpoTH TeV avTOOEV THY 
arotriav eupaworroy oiov Sé Kal TO THs ypapiis Aeyovons 
Xeopic aYTOY ereneTo oyAe EN mpoor evra avuTov avev ci 
4 “6d THS amo THS ypadns TO TOV év TO KOoHw Kal 
“7 wrioes pnde peta miBavornros dmodalvec Bau, mucTever Oat 
EvodvTa Omoiws Tpodytais 7) AtTroaTOXOLS Tots per’ efovolas 
J a beiOyt0s KataXeltovet Tots Kal’ avtovs Kai we? 
” 1 97 \ A ' 

ére S€ idiws Kai Tov TIAnta 
r aytoy éréneto efnnovee, packoy Tov tTHv aitiav Ep ae 
Beyérre THS mever eas ToD Koopou TO Snuroupy®, TOV 
Oyo dvTa, civat ov TOV ad ov 7) Ud ov, aAAA TOY 


a 
12 évapyevav] évépyear. 


is not found in Delarue’s text, the 
word being omitted in Cod. Bodlei- 
anus, plausibly substitutes rw for 7o. 
But it is not necessary to alter the 
attested reading: ro may be taken’ 
with drodaivecOau, and though the 
construction is awkward it is not im- 
possible, and not more awkward than 
that which would be obtained by 
reading r@, viz. ofor...... mpoor.Oévra 
are? dmropalvecOar, But the oior dé is 
unsatisfactory, and it has been well 
suggested that we should probably 
here read ofoy 67. For one who recog- 
nizes the authority of Scripture, to 
make unwarrantable additions to it 
without any attempt to justify them, 
is a fair example of ray avré0ev riv 
droriay éupawoyTwr. 


4—2 


(xxiv. 29). 


52 THE EXTANT FRAGMENTS OF HERACLEON. 


/ / 

80 0d, Tapa thy év TH ovvynOeia ppdow éexdexdpevos TO 
n ¢ > / Lal vt - 
yeypappévov. ef yap ws vost 7 adrnbea tov Tpaypatwov 
nv, ede. Sua Tod Snpustovpyod yeypadOar madvta yeyovévat — 
Umo ToD NOyou, ovyl Sé avatadw Sid Tod Aoyou vVTd Tod 
Kal nets pev TH Se ov ypnodpevor aKodovOas | 
Th cvvnbeia, ovK awaptupov TH exdoxnv apjkapev. €xeivos 
\ ae na 95%) , t R 
Sé, mpos TO 1) TapapewvOjoOas aro Tév Deiwv ypaypaTov 
\ pe 5 a / a: , . Aint ala 

Tov Kal’ éavtov voor, paivetat Kal vToTTevaas TO adnbes K 
dvaidsas avT@ avTiBréewas' not yap bt. OVX Ws UT adrOV- 
évepyovvtos autos émrolet 6 NOyos, iv otTw vonOn 


Snpoupyov. 


26 wrapa riv] rept dy. Cod. Bodl. in mg. raya rev. 


26. mapa tiv] The reading of 
Cod. Monae. rept av, which is repro- 
duced in all its copies, is impossible. 
Ferrarius’s translation, ‘ exponens id 
quod scriptum est phrasin esse con- 
suetam,’ is not helpful. It is not 
easy to see how he got it from the 
Greek which was before him, and in 
the context in which the words occur 
it gives no intelligible sense, Hilgen- 
feld’s conjecture mepirriv is hardly 
more helpful. How is it to be trans- 
lated? The conjectural emendation 
which most obviously suggests itself 
is rapa rv. The confusion of rapa 
and zepi is one of the commonest 
characteristics of Cod. Monac., as 
also, it may be added, of its de- 
scendants. And when once 7apa was 
changed to zrepl, tiv may have be- 
come r&v, which might easily be 
corrupted to dv. Possibly the original 
reading may have been rapa rv ray, 
which accounts more easily for the 
corruption, if the construction thus 
given to ¢pacw is possible. Wither 
of these readings will give the re- 
quired contrast to Origen’s position 
stated just below, ‘els dé dxodovdws 
TH ovvnbela x.7.X. We may compare 
such passages as xiii. 17, dpa dé ef wh 
idlws Kat mapa Thv dKodovdlay Trav 
pyrav éxdeEduevos x.7.d. This sugges- 


the account of Irenaeus (1. v. i.), 































tion is independent of MHeinrici, 
whose note (Die Val. Gnosis, p. 135) 
I had not seen when I first made it. 

32. mpos TE wy TapapenvOjcba] 
On the bearing of this passage as it 
stands in Codex Regius on the rela- 
tion of that ms. to Cod, Monacensis 
see Introduction p. 8. Delarue’s 
obviously right conjecture of 7@ for 
To is now substantiated by the 
evidence of Cod. Monacensis. Un- 
fortunately the same error (ro for 74) 
was made independently by the 
scribes of Codd, Reg. and Bodl. 

35. 6 doyos] The position of the 
Adyos here is exactly that given to 
Sophia in Hippolytus (Refut. vi. 33), 
dyvoodyvrt air@ (sc. Te Snpmovpys) 7H 
copia évipynoe, Which corresponds to 
Heracleon’s avrod évepyotvros érepos 
érole., Where the érepos is obviously 
the Demiurge. It may be noticed 
that in this passage Hippolytus gives” 
a general reference, using \éyovow and 
not ¢yciv. We should also compare 


especially the words paddov dé Tov 
wripa dv abrfs; and shortly before, 
(of the Demiurge) AednOdrws Kwod- 
pevoy vd THs unrpds. Heracleon may 
have assumed some similar relatioi 
between Adyos and Zodgia, at any rate 
it would have been easy for him ta 
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TO Ar ayToY, GN avToD évepyovrTos Erepos émrolet, 

Ng TOU Bapevros dé Kaipod éotiv oi TO la TOV Snt- 

oupyov vUmnpéTny Tov Noryou peyevnysevov TOV KOGMOV memroin- 

we Lb, KAL ATrOOELKYUVaL OTL UD darnperns TOU Snuroupyod ryevdpevos 
hie TOV Koo pov KaTETKeVace. KATA yap TOV mpoprrny 

Bid “O Gedc cite Kal @reNH@HCAN’ ENETEIAATO Kal EKTICOHCAN. Ps. exlviii. 

EIAATO yap 6 ayévynTos Beds TG TIPHTOTOKG TIACHC KTICEWC, Re i. 1. 

EKTICOHCAN, ou povor 0 KOgmos, Kal Ta ev avT@, adda 

Ta ANoLTAa TATA EITE 6pONot eiTe kyploTHTEC elTe apya Col. i. 16, 

€ €Z0ycial’ MANTA Ap Al AY TOY Kal EC AYTON EKTICTAI, KAl AYTOC oF 

TIPO TIANTOON. 


t 


2. Ibid. ii. 15 (R. Iv. 73; L. 1. 130). 


R / \ 

Ilavu 5é Biaiws Kata tov TéTrov yevouevos 6 “Hpaxréwv 

Seo, “O , > A \ 3 > Xr 3 \ a > a. s 
TC FEFONEN EN AYTG ZMH HN €£etAndhey avTi TOD EN AYTO Jo. i. 4. 
Tr *] \ ’ 

His rovs avOpeémovs tovs mvevpariKos, oiovel TavTov 

a / / 

vomicas eivar Tov NOyov Kal Tos TvEvpaTLKOdS, EL Kal [AN 

tal ee yy Mi \ ¢€ \ > n , ’ \ 

Fahos TAaUT cipynKe’ Kal waoTrepel aitiodoyav dynow AvTos 


modify the system sufficiently to 
‘obtain the necessary adaptation to 
the Prologue of St John. The same 
Station, however, between Sophia 
and the Demiurge is assumed in the 
second part of the Excerpta ex Theo- 
doto (c. 49, éel 5é obk éyivwoxev Tiv 
8 atrod évepyotoay x.7.d.). It was 
probably part of the original system 
of Valentinus, and is therefore not 
available as a means of differenti- 
g the systems of his pupils. 

“AL The LXX. in this passage 
ds a’rés instead of o eds, and 
eats the a’rds before évereiNaro. 
“8. 5. Two explanations of this 
are possible. The dddos 
whose sowing the Adyos completed 
may be the kovds rod mAnpwuaros 
wrés, in which case cf. Hippolytus, 
futat. vi. 34, Abyot dvwHe Kare- 
ot dd Tod Kowod Tod mAnpw- 


























paros Kaprod Kal THs coplas els rodrov 
rov xécpov: and also the interpreta- 
tion of dddos 6 omelpwy Kal addos 0 
Oepifwv given by Heracleon (Frag. 
35). But it is more probable that 
the ddd\os is the Demiurge, the 
work of the Adéyos being that which 
is described in the passage quoted 
from Hippolytus as a sowing. This 
suits better the description ryv mpd- 
Th poppwow Tiv KaT& THY yéveow, 
and gives to the action its natural 
place (chronologically) in the history 
of Creation. Much closer parallels, 
however, to this passage are found 
in the Excerpta ex Theodoto. Cf. 
§ 57, ylverar ovdv...mdppwors ToD mvev- 
parixod, and § 48, diaxplvas dé 0 5y- 
puoupyds Ta Kabapa dard Tod éuBpiOods 
ws dv évidwpv thy éxarépov piocw Pas 
érolncev, TouréoTw éepavépwoev kal els 
pas kal lddav mpooryayev, which is 


1 Cor. ii. 
14, 15. 


Jo. i. 19. 


Jo. i. 15. 
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yap Tv TpeTHY pophwoLvy THY KATA THY YyévErW 
avtois wapécye, Ta UT GOV oTapévTa eis poppy 
kat eis hwtiopov Kat Tweptypadyy idtay dyayov Kat 
dvabdetEas. ov mapernpyce dé Kal TO TEpt TOV TVEVPATLKOY 
Tapa TS Iatr Acyopuevor, bre avOpadrovs avTovs ameoww- 
anoe’ “Vyyikoc A&NOpa@troc oY A€yeTal TA TOY TINEYMATOC TOY 
GEOY, M@Pia AP aYT@ écTIN’ 6 AE TINEYMATIKOC ANAKPINE! TIANTA. 
nets yap ov parnv avtov hauev emt Tod mvevpaTLKod pa) 
mpootelerkévat TO avOpwrros. Kpeittov yap 7) avOpwmos oO 
TVEULATLKOS, TOD avOpwrrou roe ev Yruyn 7) ev TMpaTt 1 ev 
cuvamporépos yapaxtnprlopévou, ody) dé Kal ev TH TOUT@V 
Oevorép@ mvevuatt, ov KaTa peTOYnY éTiKpaTovoaY ypnuaTi- 
fer 0 mvevpaTtiKes. aya dé Kal Ta THS ToLAUTHS VITODETEws 
xopis Kav atobatvomévns atrodetEews atropaivetat, ovde 
Hex pe THS TUXOVENS TLOavETHTOs POdacaL cis TOV TEPL TOVTMY 
Suvndels NOyov. Kal TadTa pév Tepl éxeivov. 


8 mepiypadiv] mapaypadip. 


3. bid, vi. 2 (R. Iv. 102; Lod Bie 


\ ? \ c al ' f id 
Kai ayTH écTIN H MapTypia TOY ‘laannoy. SevTépa avTy 
a le) \ an 
avayeypaupévn ‘lwdvvov tov Bamtictov repi Xpiotov pap- 
Tupia, THs mpotépas apEapuévyns amo Tov Oytoc HN O Eitan O 


Orica Moy épydmenoc, Kal Anyovans eis TO Monorentc Bede 6 ~ 


Ov elmrov 
3 6 elrwy (sic). 

qualified in the next section by the 
words émel dé ovK éylywoxev Ti Ov’ 
avtod évepyotcav. It is tempting to 
restore our text on the lines of the 
passage quoted from the Hzcerpta, 
and read xal iééav. But the phrase 
weprypapyy idiay is not intrinsically 
objectionable. 

12. The transposition of éoriv 
and ai7@ in Huet and the other 
editions is due to an error of the 
scribe of Cod. Regius. The right 
order is preserved in the other mss, 

3.4. The interlinear insertions in 
Cod. Monac., which are by a later 


0 vios 

4 wovoryevis Geos (sic). 
hand, afford instructive examples in 
the history of the transmission of 
Patristic quotations (see Introduc- 
tion, pp. 8, 18); and the curious con- 
flation of Codex Regius (6 wovoyevis — 
vids Oeds) which is quoted in Tischen- 
dorf’s critical digest is thus traced 


_ to its origin, 


This is not the only case where 
Origen complains of Heracleon’s in- 
terpretation of a passage, where the 
latter is probably right. (See West-— 
cott’s Commentary on St John, in 
loc.) 
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€ic TON KOATION TOY TIATpOC EKEINOC EZHTHCATO. ovH Urylws Jo. i. 18. 
886 “4 “‘Hpaxréov trrodtauPBaver OYAcic TON 9EON EG PAKEN TIOSTIOTE 

Kat Ta é&qs hackwy cipjnoOa, OvK amo Tod BatticTtod 

GX a0 Tod wabnTod «i yap Kal Kat avTov TO’Ek TOF Jo. i. 16, 
eel AYTOY Fmeic TANTEC €AABOMEN, Kal YAPIN ANTI yApIToc, 1” 

1.0 NOMOC AIA ‘epeage €A00H, H XApic Kal H AAHOEIA Ald “lHCOY 

oY EFENETO V7rd TOD BamTicToOD elpynTat, TAS OVK aKddoOv- 

Tov €K TOY TAHP@MaTOC TOY Xpictoy eiAndora Kal yApIN 
Oevrépav él mporépas yApitoc, 6uodoyodvTa Te Aid Macéac 

‘péev Seddc0ar TON NOMON, THN Sé YApIN Kal THN AAHBEIAN AIA 

4 coy Xpictoy yeyovévas, é« Tév aod TOY TIAHPa>MaTOG eis 

UTOV Skapulor ov vevonKevat, mos QOEdn oyAeic EGDPAKEN 

snore Kal TO TON MONOFENH cic TON KGATION ONTA TOY TIATPOC 

mp eEnynow avT@ Kal mado Tols ék TOY TAHPwMaTOC EiAnhdat 
mapadedwxévat ; ov yap viv mpatov é—Enynoato <O dn> eEic 

TON KOATION TOY TlATPdc, Ws OvdEvOS ereTNdElou TpdTEpoV yeyern- 

pévov AaBetv a Tois dtroatéAas SunynoaTo, elrye TIpin "ABpadm Jo. viii. 58. 
“PENEcOal wv SiddoKes nuds tov "ABpadu nyadrtacOat {Na Jo. viii. 56. 
‘TAH THN HMepaN avTod Kal év yapa yeyovévat. 


7, 8 Bamwriorod...ua0nrod] cod. Sed literis aBdy seriori manu inter lineas 


_ insertis transponuntur Bamrricrod et wabnrod. 8 kar’ av’rov] Kara TavTor. 
19 6 dy] om. 


4. Ibid. vi. 8 (R. tv. 117; L. 1. 200). 


Ou Cavpacrov dé €% pn ‘iepiBovr § OTL AUTOS €oTL Mptevée Jo. i. 20, 
Kal 6 MpodHtuc, ot duaratovres mrept "lwdvvov, uimore avros 7 
Xpicros jv axddrovOov yap tO trept TovtTov dSustayy@ To 
> a \ a - % \ \ \ ' Zr, ra) 

ayvoeiy Tov avTov civat XpictON Kal TON TIPOPHTHN. €AAGE 


19. The insertion of 6 dv by Latin, which represents the eds by 
Cod. Venetus, followed by Ferrarius ‘solus,’ but the omission leaves no 
in his translation ‘Non enim nunc suitable sense in the present con- 
primum enarravit, Qui est ad sinum __ttext. 
 Patris, perinde quasi nullus etc.,’ is 4,1. Xpioros kal 6 rpopyrns] Ferra- 
the simplest emendation of the cor- _rius has rightly suggested the article, 
rupt text of its exemplar. These which was absent from the ms. which 
words (6 dv) are indéed omitted by he used, translating ‘Christus et ille 
_ the first hand of Cod. Sinaiticus (8), | Propheta.’ In the Munich ms. the 
and Cod. Vercellensis (a) of the Old article is not wanting. 
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5é-Tovs ToAXOds 1) Suahopa TOD 6 TIPOPHTHC Kal TIPODHTHC, @s + 
kat tov ‘Hpaxréwva, boris avtais réEeci pynow ws apa 
"lwavyns bpmoroynoce wn elvar 6 ypictdc, dAAa pHoe 
TmpodHtuc, wndé “HAiac. Kal déov avrov otws éxraBovta 
éFerdcat Ta KaTa Tos TOTOUS, TOTEpOY adnOEvEr éyoV jun) 
elvan TpodritHc, nde "HAiac, 4) od 6 Sé pu) EmrtaTnoas TOS 
TOTTOLS, EV O15 KATANENOLTEY UTO“YNMaTLW aveEeTaTTWS Tape- 
AnAvVOe TA THALKADTA, TPodpa OrALya Kal pr) BeBacane 
év Tots 6Ens eitrov, Tept wv evOéws epodpuer. 


6 dpa] dp’ él. 9 Aéywr] 7 Aéywr. 








5. Ibid. vi. 12 (R. tv. 120; L. 1. 206). 


Avvatat pévtot ye TO °Eroy dant BodNTOc éN TH EPHM@ 
kat To é&fs cov civat TO "Eyo eius rept od yéypaTTat 
wnt BOONTOC, os Bodvra eivar Tov Iwavynv, Kal TovTOU THY 
povnv év TH épnuw Body EYeynate THN OAON Kypioy. Suady- 

/ \ . *. / X12 / \ nw a . 
potepov S€ 6 “Hpaxréwv rept "Iwdvvov Kai trav mpodytav 5 
diahapBavwrv, dnoiv ote ‘O Royos pev 6 Lwrnp éotuy, 

\ \ ca a 2 U ¢ A le / / } 
dwn Sé 7 En TH EpHmMwW 7 Sta “lwavvov Scavoovpéery, 


9. The only alteration necessary 
is the omission of 7 before \éywv (H 
after €1). The ov must qualify ddy- 
Oever, not Aéywv. Huet follows the 
reading of Codex Regius which con- 
tains the 7 and omits the 6, thus 
joining the two sentences and pro- 
ducing an unintelligible statement, 

10. MHilgenfeld, in his critical 
note, is misled by a misstatement of 
Delarue’sreproduced byLommatzsch. 
The ui (after 6 6é) is not wanting 
in the Bodleian. 

5. 3. ws] It is remarkable that 
while Codex Venetus omits the ds, 
its copy Codex Bodleianus inserts it. 
But the scribe of the latter may very 
well have inserted it from the Latin 
of Ferrarius, ‘ut clamante Iohanne’: 
the want of some such insertion for 
grammar’s sake would be quite ob- 





















vious. For the construction we may 
compare a fragment of Origen in an > 
unpublished Catena at Venice (Bibl. 
Marciana Graec. xxvii.) dpa 5é ef dU- 
vaca. macav Thy ypapy...dinyoumevos 
elreivy ocuveornkévar...ws evar TO Wav 
ypdupa Too vowov Kal mpopyrav Kal 
Tay dome ypapav dard Tod Tovodde 
mndod, @ Kal xpioa Sef rods Tov mH 
Brerdvrwv 6p0arpobs. 
7. Stavoovmérvy] Heracleon twice 
uses voetcOa, as he here uses dia- 
voeis@a, of a higher power symbol- 
ised, represented, made intelligible, 
so to speak, (as far as is possible), on — 
earth by an earthly being. Cf. Frag. 
8 (Orig. Comm. in Ioann. vi. 23) epi — 
To mpoowmov Tovrou (2) dia Tod "Iw- 
dvvov vooupévov, and Frag. 35 (Orig. 
Ibid. xiii. 48) Ocpicras méumre rods 
dia. TSv pwabnraw vooupévous ayyédous. 
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nxOS O€ Taca TpOdHTLKy TAaELS. AexTéov Se mpds avTor, 
OTe W@omep “EAN AAHAON CAATITZ PWNEN AG ovdels TIApa- 1 Cor. xiv. 
“10 CKEYAZETAI EIC TIGAEMON, KaL O ywpls drdamHc éywv PNACIN 
fuaTnpi@y 7) TIPOPHTEIAN yéyove YAAKOC HY@N H KYMBAAON Cf. 1 Cor. 
BAAABZON, ODTwS ef undév eotiv Erepov 7) Ayos 4 mpodntixy Mt 1 2. 
pavn, Tas avatéuTov nuds én avtnv 6 Lwrnp Epeyndte, Jo. v. 39. 
gna, Tac rpadac, Sti Ymeic AOKEITE EN AYTAIC Z~FN AIGNION 
15 EYEIN’ KAI EKEINAI EICIN al MapTYpOycar’ Kad Ei emicteyete Mavcei, Jo. v. 46. 
emicteyete AN Emol, Trepi rap Emoy EKEINoc Erpaye’ Kal Kaddc Mt. xv. 7, 
empodHteyce trepl YM@N “Hcalac, Aérwn “O Aaoc oYtoc Toic a Is. 
_-yelAeci Me TIMk; oUK olda yap ei TOY donor HYOV Tapadé-eTal xxix. 13. 
Tis evAOyws Vid TOD LwrTiHpos éeraweicOar, ) éveots Tapa- 
20 oKevadoac0at amd Tov ypadav, Ws amd antic cAdTIrroc 
ép as avarewrouc0a, cis Tov mpds Tas avTiKemévas 
évepycias moNemov, AAHAOY HoONnric Hyoy Tuyyavovans. Tiva 
5€ Tpdmov, et un ayarny eiyov ot mpodhrar Kal Sia TovTO 
YaAKOc Yoav HyovvTes, 1) KYMBAAON AAAAAZON, El TOV HOV 
25 AUTOV, WS éxelvor cidndhacw, avaTréutTres 6 KUpLos apednOn- 
gopévous ; ovK olda 8 bras ywpis Tadons KaTATKEUHS aTro- 
haivetar Thy hwviv oiKkerotépav ovcayv TP AOYw ANOYyov 
yiverOat, Os Kal THY yuvatka els dvdpa meTtaTlOec Ba. 





? 





The usage may well have sprung 
from Rom. i. 20 ra yap dépara ad- 
To0 do KTicews Kbopmou Tots Tovjuacw 
voovmeva Kabopdrar. We may com- 
pare also Origen’s own use, Comm. 
in Ioann, xx. 12, ovk éorw Ore 6 Kara 
Tov "Inoodv tpomikws vootmevos avOpw- 
jos oux émednuer TH Bly, and Ibid. 
xx. 29, wdvov Tod Kara Tov Xwripa 
vooupévou dvOpwmrou apxndev jv pwv7. 

8. 7xos] With the implied dis- 
paragement of the Prophets may be 
compared Hippolytus, Refut. vi. 35, 
mdvTes ovv of mpopirac Kal 6 vdpos 
EhdAncay awd Tod Snusoupyov, pwpod 
hévyer Peod pwpol ovdév ciddres. He- 
racleon’s explanation of Néyos, pwv7, 
Axes, and the possibility of a change 
from one to the other, is obscure, 
It may point to some theory of a 
gradual revelation culminating in 


that of the Zwryp (cf. Irenaeus, 1. 
vii. 3). All the Valentinian sects 
recognized to some extent the reve- 
lation of the Old Testament: pos- 
sibly Heracleon did so to a greater 
extent than most. Cf. Frag. 20, 
where the Jews are placed above 
mdyres ol mpo vouou Kal oi €OviKol. 

28. weraridecOa] The ‘Verméinn- 
lichung’ of the female was taught 
in the Anatolic School. Cf. Ezx- 
cerpta ex Theodoto, § 21, ra obv dppe- 
ViKa& MeTa TOD Aéyou GuvVETTaAN, TA On- 
AuKa& Sé dravipwhévTa éevoira: Tots 
ayyéros Kal els mAHpwua xwpel dud 
ToUro  yuvy els dvipa perariderOac 
Néyerar, kal 7) évTavOa éxkryola els 
dyyédous, where by éyerac are in- 
troduced words very similar to those 
of Heracleon. 

We should also compare with dov- 
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\ ¢ b] / »” fal / A , 
kat ws é£ovoiav Exwv Tod Soypatifew Kal muateverOar Kai 
t a ae \ > \ f 
TpoKOTTELY, TO NYO Hnoly EcecOat THY cis PwvHVY mETAa- 3° 
Bornv, paOntod pev ydpav Sidovs TH weTaBadrovon «Eis 
> ee CAS te ee RE > a } Bn 
oyov pwvyn, Sovrov Sé TH amd Hyov eis Pwvynv’ Kal et meV 
omws ToTé TiOavoTnTa epepev él TH ata KaTacKEevacal, 
a al \ > 
Kav nywovicapela trepl Tis ToUTwY avatpoTs, apKe Se eis 
€ z 
avatpoTy 1 amapapvOnros amogpacis. brrep Sé vrepeBé- 35 
a n a / 
pcOa év Tois mpd TovTwy éFeTacat, TAS KekivynTat, viv Pepe 
SiaradBopev, 6 pev yap Lorp, kata tov “Hpaxréwva, 
\ > \ ’ Ne 59 ' 2 a a 
dynociv avtov kal TpodpHTHN Kal “HAian, adres Sé éxaTepov 
a r > \ 
ToUT@Y apveiTal. Kal TPOPHTHN pev Kal HAiaAN 6 LoTHp 
b] \ > \ / ,’ , \ b] \ \ \ b] lal \ : 
ETAV AUTOV NEYY, OVUK AVTOV AAAG TA TWEPL AVTOD, PHot, 40 
SidacKet, OTav SE MEIZONA TIPODHT@N Kal EN TENNHTOIC 
n / 
TYNAIKON, TOTE avTOoV TOV ‘lwavynv yapakTnpicer. 
a / 
avtos 56, dnol, wept EavTod épwTwmpmevos aToKpiveTat 
ee / > \ \ a ee \ , ae 
0 ‘Iwavyns, ov Ta Tepl avTov' banv bé Bacavoy nes 
é > 
Tept ToUTwY Kata TO SuvaTov TeTounpeOa, ovdéev aTrapa- 45 
a a ’ a an ¢ 
pvOnTov é@vTes TOV AEyouéVvMOV Bpwv auyKpivat Tots UT 
a ¢ / 
“Hpakdéwvos, are ov éEouciav éxovtos Tov Aéyewv 0 BovreTat, 
a a 6 An \ 
arropaveiot, Tas yap OTe wepl TOV Tepl aUTOV €oTL TO 


32 gwry] pwvhy 7. 34 Aywvicdpeda] jywnodueda. 


The alteration of 


Nov 6€ k.7.A. a passage in the Hxcerpta, 
§ 57, rod perv, udppwors Tod mvevmari- 
Kov, ToU dé, perdbects Tod WuxeKood €K 
dovrelas els éXevfeplav. In the pre- 
ceding section the allegory of Gal. iv. 
is interpreted by making Israel repre- 
sent 6 mvevyarixés, and (apparently) 
the children of the bondwoman cor- 
respond to the wuyxixol (cf. érav otv 
Ta Wuxixa éyxevtpicOy). Thus the 
gwv} here may represent the mvevua- 
ruol Who are given as viudar to the 
angels, while j7xos corresponds to the 
Yuxixol. But it is dangerous to pur- 
sue such hints at interpretation into 
too great detail. The Excerpta offer 
yet another parallel in § 79, “Ews ody 
dubppwrov, gaciv, ére 7d oépua, 
Onrelas earl réxvov* poppwhév dé pere- 
TéOn eis dvdpa. 

32. gwvy] The dwriw 4 of the 


Ms. is impossible. 
Cod. Venetus dwvy 4 is so far right 
that it gives the required dative. 
But the conjecture contained in the 


margin of Cod. Bodleianus is right, — 


Taxa 7o*H mapédxer. We may with- 
out hesitation adopt the reading 
pwr. 

48. epi trav mept adirév] The 
omission of réy epi in the Editicns 
is due to its erroneous omission in 
Cod. Regius, where however a later 
hand has inserted ra rept inter lineas. 
The words are necessary to the con- 
text, as Heracleon has shortly before 
classed the assertions 7d ’HXlav abrév 
kal mpopyrny elvac among the ra repli 
avrod as opposed to those by which 
avrov Tov "Iwavvnv xapaxrnpige. The 
rept Tév is perhaps awkward, but it is 
exactly parallel to the succeeding rept 
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, = \ ’ \ \ ’ nr 

> QvUTOV TO 
Man avroy Kab mpoditHn: eivat, Kab Twept 
DNHN avTOV elvas BodNTOc éN TH epHmg , ovdé KaTa TO 


Foxe meiparas atrodevxvivar’ adda xpnrau mapadelypart, 








, Ta wept avTov otovel évdv para Hv erepa aur ob, 
co ovK av épwrneis wept TaV evdupar oy, €¢ autos 
€ ta évdtpata, amexpiOn av to Nai. 
évotpara Td civar tov "HAian TON MéAAONTA Epyecbal eoruy Mt. xi. 14. 


TOS yap 


; "I WaVVOU, OU TavU TL KaT avToV Dewpa' Taxa Kal’ nuas, 































* 
had : 


at od. Ferrarius had the true text 

oe ‘ore him in Cod. Venetus, but he 

s missed the point of the passage 

Y patting the following ‘Vox cla- 

> in the same class as ‘Pro- 
sheta, 

- 55. The absence of écrly in the 


Cod. Regius. 

59. év Suvdpe civ] It is hard 
_ to get any satisfactory meaning out 
_ of these words, or to see how they 
can be an interpretation of év mvev- 
4 part kal dvvduer “HXlov. Thorndike 
conjectures évéuua elvar. This suits 
very well the context in which the 
words stand. 

O&av & eri] The reading 6é)or- 
_ Tes, Which is found in Cod. Mona- 
censis, is corrupt, and the insertion of 
6¢ by Cod, Venetus does not restore 
__ the true text, The subsequent déyou 
_ 76 cannot be right. For a similarly 
_ impossible optative which has been 
_ allowed to remain, cf. Origen Comm. 
im Toann. xiii. 59, etn pics ris idoews 
 yevouérn TO olkely Tis dvaratcews 
 dpiOue. The scribe of Cod. Regius 
_ has probably stumbled by an itacism 
_ on the right reading, \éye 7d. If 
this be so, a nominative singular 
participle and a connecting particle 


Editions is due to another error in 


s SeduvnucOa Sinynoapévovs TO EN mINEyMATI Kal AYNAME! Le. i. 17. 
Noy, Svvapévov tas réyeo0ar TodTo TO TNE~Ma "HAioy 
ey dna eivat THS “Iwavvov Wuyis. Oédov & ert Tapa- 


59 Oéd\wv & Err] Oddovrres. 


are required, and @é\wy dé, or more 
probably @é\wv & ér1, would seem 
best to fulfil the required condi- 
tions. The introduction of a fresh 
stricture by means of ér 6é is cha- 
racteristic of Origen ; 5¢ alone is hardly 
strong enough to suit the context; 
ef, ii. 8, xiii. 51, and just below, ér: 
dé ob wbvos ‘Hpaxdéwv x.7.r. And the 
following sentence ov kax@s pév...ob rd- 
vu 6€ é€nracuévws is so thoroughly in 
the style of Origen’s criticisms of his 
opponent, that the passage must 
surely contain a piece of Heracleon’s 
Commentary. For the exact phrase 
compare Origen c. Celsum iv. 88 
(Philocalia xx. L. xxv. 150) 0é\wv 
& Ere bid retdywv...dropivar, where 
Origen states the argument of Celsus 
before he proceeds to refute it. If 
the 11 of OEAQ.QNAETI was cor- 
rupted by itacism to O, the letters 
ONAETI might easily become 
ONTEC in the hands of a scribe 
who did not pay great heed to the 
context. Hilgenfeld has naturally 
omitted the passage in his collection 
of the Fragments, but there were not 
the same reasons for omitting the 
next sentence xai wddw x.7.X. where 
the \éyec can only refer to Heracleon. 
The proposed alterations restore the 


Jo. 1. 21. 


Le. vii. 28. 
Cf. Mt. xi. 
11. 
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oTnoat, Sua Tb lepets Kai Aevitas ot érepwTavTes amd TAY 6 
lovdaiwy treupOevtes cioly, ov Kaxads pev Aéyee TO “OTL 
TOVTOLS MpooHKov Hv TWept TOUTWY TOAUTPAaYMovELD 
kal wuv@avecOat, Tots TO Oe@ TpocKapTEpovaty, ov 
mavu 06 éEnracpévas TO” OTL Kal avTos éx THS AeviTiKHs 
fal a a / 7 y 
puvrAHns Hv, Sorep Tpoatropodvtes nwets eEnTacaper, OTL et 6 
nocccav Tov lwavynv of meudhOévtes Kat THY yéverw avTod, 
Tos xdpav elyov tuvOaverOar epi Tod et avTds “HAiac 
> / \ / > a \ a S26 1 3 , 
eoriv; Kab madw év TO Tepl TOU ei 6 TIPOHTHC El CY, wydev 
éEaipetov oidpevos onuaiverbar Kata tHv twpocOnKnv Tod — 
v 4 d > 4 > / 7 oe 
apOpov, rAéeyes OTL Emnpotynoav et mpodyrns ein, TO7 
kowwoTepov BovrAomevot mabey. 
/ ? \ a , a ae. | i / \ / © we / 
KNéwV, GANA OooV er euH ioTopia Kal mTavTes ot ETEpodoEOL, 
A ; 7 
evTEAH audiBoriav diacteihacbar pr) Seduvnuévor, petCova 
by / \ / a a \ S , € / 
Hyiov Kai Tavtwv tev Tpodyntav Tov Iwavynv vrreirndact 
dia TO Meizwn @N FENNHTOIC FYNAIK@N I@dANNOY OYAEIC ECTIN, 75 
b>] ¢ al ¢/ 3 \ / > \ U > t > 
ovy opavTes OTL adnOés TO OYAcic MEIZWN *lANNOY EN FENNH- 
TOIC TYNAIKON Ocy@s yiveTal, OU LOvOY T@ avTOV Elvats TaVTOV 
/ > \ % a + ? a ; , . b \ ‘ 
peiCova, add Kal T@ igovs avT@ eival Twas’ adnOes yap, 
U D avT@® TOAABY TpohynTav, KaTa Thv Sedoméevnv 
iowy ovT@V @ popynt ar, ” EVN 
al ' U U 
avT@ yapiv TO MHaAENd TOVTOU MEIZONA elvat. oleTat O€ KAT Aa-& 
TO MEIZONA TO TpodnteverOat Uo 


aoKxevalecbat 


61 reupbévres] Hic male laesus est codex, videtur autem plus x litteras 


habuisse; Cod. Ven. habet oi reudé. 
KaracKevafverOa] TO KaracKevagerOat. 
in mg. elva. 


grammar of the sentence, and make 
the passage a continuous and con- 
sistent whole. 

61. meupbévres] Whether Cod. 
Monac. read oi weupOévres or not is 
uncertain, but in any case the article 
can hardly be retained. 

75. pelgwv] It is uncertain whe- 
ther Heracleon omitted the mpod7- 
rns of the Received Text as well as 
Origen, or not; but the subsequent 
mention of Josiah in Origen’s re- 
futation of Heracleon’s Comment 
makes it highly probable that he 
did so. 
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éte O€ ov povos “Hpa- 


Aéyet 76] A€you 7d. 80, 81 
T@] om. codex; addito, ut videtur, 


80. Delarue, reading olera: 6é 7d 
KaracKkevdverbar 7d pelfova elvar mpo- 
pntevecOar, remarks, ‘nos sanam 
restituimus lectionem e codice Bod- 
leiano’; but his text seems hardly — 
satisfactory. After making the con- 
jecture which has been introduced 
into the text, I find that the same — 
has been proposed by Thorndike in 
the margin of his transcript of Cod. 
Bodleianus. The insertion or omis- — 
sion of elva, which appears to haye 
been added in the margin of Cod. 
Monacensis, is a matter of no im- 
portance. 
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> > c \ , a A ’ , € \ 
"Hoaiov, os pydevos tavtTyns THS TLMAS NELwméevoU U0 
Geo Tav TeTOTE TpodynTEevcarTwr. adrgnOds S as 
Katappovav THs Tarads ypnmatilovons SiaOynKns, Kal pr) 
Ss THPHOAS Kal avTov Hrlav mpodytevdpmevov, ToT amreTdAun- 

5 LS ar x > / U GN f 
_oev eimeiv Kal yap Héas mpopnreverat var Manrayiov 
AeryovTos ‘lAoy atoctéAA@d YMIN 'HAIAN TON OecBITHN, Oc Atro- Mal. iii. 

, ’ cr A 23 i . o}e 

KATACTHCel KApAiaN Tratpéc mpéc yYiSN.......ab Tadra 88 eis POY 4F) 
érXeyyov THs MpoTretcias Tod amodnvayévov Mydéva rv 
0 “Iwavvov tpodntevecbar cipnoba, tadra eipnkdtos ev TO 
Grew avrov Sinyciobar ti TO’Erds and Bodntoc én TH Jo. i. 23. 


épHmon. 


89 mporerelas] ex coniectura Ruaei; cod. habet rpopyrelas, 


6. Jhid. vi. 13 (R. tv. 125; L. 1. 213). 


Xpictos ov év Vdate oY Bamtizel, AAN Of MAOHTAI AYTOY, Jo. iv. 2. 
€avT@ O€ Typed TO TH Arid TINEYMATI BaATITIZEIN KAI TrYPI" CE. Mt. iii, 
t Ne © , \ a , ’ 1l: 
mapadeEapevos d¢ 0 Hpakdéwv tov tév Papicaiwy doyor, 5,5: 16 
¢€ ¢ a > f. \ i> S / \ / a 
@S UYLOS eipnuevov Trept TOU opetbecOat TO BarrTifewy Xpiot@ 
skal “HdXia nal ravti tpodyntn, avtais rNéEeot dnow Oils 
> / \ / Ls a bd , 
poovots odeiretar TO Bamriferv, Kat ex TOV ELpnuévor 
pev nuiv evayxos édeyxYouevos, waddiota Sé OTL KoLVdTEpOY 
TON TIPOPHTHN vevonKev: ov yap éyes Sei~ai Twa THY Tpo- 
a / ’ b ] , , / 
gytav Bamrticayvta. ovK amilavas dé dno tuvOdverbar 
10 TVs Papicaiovs KaTa THY aVTOY Tavoupyiay, ovxXl ws 
a f 
pabGetiy Oérovtas. 


7 Sri] dre, 


6. 7. xowérepov] Byfailingto notice  perov olduevos onualverOar Kara rh 
_ the distinction between 6 rpopjrns mpocOjxnv rod dpOpov. Heracleon, in 
and mrpopjrns. Cf. Frag. 4, 2\a0e 5¢ ~—s the words which follow this last pas- 
Tovs Toddovs % Siadopd...ws kal tiv sage, seems to use the word xowdre- 
“Hpaxdéwva, and Frag. 5, undev ééal- pov in a different sense. 


Jo. i. 26, 
27. 


Jo. i. 25. 
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7. Ibid. vi. 15 (R. Iv. 130; L. 1, 222). 


"AtTeKPINATO AYTOIC 6 lwaANNHC A€r@N “Era BamTiz@ én YAaTie 
mécoc [Aé] YMON ECTHKEN ON YMEIC OYK O1AATE, [ayTdc écTIN 6] dTtica> 
moy €pydmenoc, [oy] oyK €iMi Era AzZi0c INA AYC@ aYTOY TON IMANTA 

nan. ’ ¢ 9» Ps V y 6 ’  . 
TOY YmoAHMaToc. 6 pev “Hpaxdéwv oletar, 6Tc Amroxpivetas 
6 “Iwavyns tots éx Tov Papicaiwyv TepdhOeiorv, ovs 

\ a 3 a 3 , 3 ce. GN b] \ b] Uj . 
TpOS O EKELVOL ETNPWTO), aXrX O autos €BovXeTo, ' 
éavtov AavOdvev OTL KaTHYyopEl TOV TpopHTov aualias, el ye 
BA > / \, = bd] 7 \ \ lel 4 
Gro EpwTwpevos TEept GAXov arroKpiveTat vpn yap Kal TOUTO 

, eo 5 , ee / ¢ Sam 
duratrecOar ws év KOLVoNOYig apapTnma TUyxXavoY. nels 
5é hapev 671 padiota pds Eros éotly  amoKpiots* pds ut 
yap 76 Ti oyN Bamitizeic, €i cy oyK ef 6 ypictdéc; Ti dAAO eypHvy 
eimreiv, 7) TO itov Tapactica, BarTicoua coOMaATIKwTEpOY — 
tuyxavov; “Era yap, dnoiv, Bamtizw én YAaTi* Kab TodTO — 

> \ \ / ! 3 4 \ \ PS) / ey \ > ce 
elm@v mpos TO Ti OYN BatITizelc; mpos TO SevTepov, Ei cy oYK ei 
6 ypictéc, do£oroylay Tepi THS mponyoupuévns ovaclas XpioTod 15 
Sunyetras, dre SUvamwy TocavTyny Exel, WS Kal aodpaTos eivat TH 
Oevdtnts avTov, Tapov Travtl avOpore, TavTl dé Kal Oro TO 
KOoMm TUUTapEKTELVomEeVvos’ Omrep SnrovTaL Sia Tod Mécoc 
YMQN €CTHKEN. 


2 de] ins. intra lineas, 
pr. man. 


abrés éorw 6] om. in txt. sed in mg. add. q 
3 od] ins. intra lineas. 7 AavOavwv] pavOdvevr. 


11 Ti ovv] ins. intra lineas. 


To 
12 73] 7@ (sic). 


7. 1. dmexplvaro] There is other 
authority for this reading, LT*U 
and some cursives (vid. Tischendorf, 
in loc.). I have retained the 6é 
and the atrés éorw 6, as they are 
added apparently prima manu. But 
when other similar phenomena in 
this ms, are taken into consideration 
it appears more than probable that 
they were not in the ms, from which 


. ‘ 
tl ddXo éxphv] rl adrous xphv (sic). 


it was copied. Thus one of the three 
references to Origen in Tischendorf’s _ 
critical note must in all probability be — 
omitted, as also one of those quoted 
in support of the insertion of dé. 

12. The ré ro of the Editions is — 
due to the scribe of Cod. Regius, 
who inserted both the error and its 
correction which he found in his ex- — 
emplar. 
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8. Ibid. vi. 23 (R. tv. 138; L. 1. 234). 


‘O dé “Hpaxréwv 1d Mécoc Ym@n ctHKel dyoly avti Tod Jo. i. 26. 
"Hdby wapeoti kai éotiv €v TH KOo Lo Kal ev avOpdTwH 
> / > v “ € an \ / \ 
Kat eupavs éoTly On Tactv viv. Sia tovTwv Sé 
_ Mepeatpe TO TapacTaber rept ToD Suameporrnxévat avTov ou 
5 dAov TOU Kooplov. ANexTéov yap pos avTov' 
Tapeotw; mote Se ovK éoTw ev TO KdouM; Kab TadTa TOD 
evaryyeXiov AéyovTos EN TH KdcMw HN, Kal 6 KOcMOC AP ayTOF Jo. i. 10. 
€réeneto. Kal dua TovTO Kal ovTOL, Tpds oVs 6 AOYyos 6 “ON Jo. i. 26. 
_ YMeic OYK OIAATE, OVK oldacLY avTOY, érel ovdSérw TOD KOTpOU 
10 €£eAmAVOacw, ‘O Sé kdcmoc ayTON OYK ErNw. Tofov S& ypédvor Jo. 
OvéXNevTre TOU ev avOpamr@ elvat; %) ovx év ’Hoaia iV, AéyovTe 
TineYma Kyploy ém €Mé, OY EINEKEN €XpICe Me’ Kai ‘Emdaneic Is. Ixi. 1. 
* Is. lxv.l. 
€PENOMHN TOIC Emé MH ZHTOYCI; Aeyérwoay Sé ei gr) Kal ev of Rey 
_— AaBisd jr, ove ad’ avtod Néyorts Era Aé KaTecTAOHN BaciAeyc ap Fs 
s. li. 
“15 YT aytoy émi Cian dpoc td Arion ayto¥, Kal boa éx tpocdtrov 
Xpictod év yradpois avayéyparrtat. Kal Ti pe Set Kal’ Exactov 
amoderkvivat SuceEapiOuntov bvTws, Tapacthoat évapyas 
Suvapevoy, Ort acl év avOpdrw jv, Mpos TO eréyEas ovy byids 
eipnuevov T0”H dn wapeots kal éotiy év KOopm Kai ev 
3 / > / \ ae / el , c a 
20 a4vOpoTry eis Sunynow Tapa TO ‘Hpaxréwv Tod Mécoc YMaN 
; @ 3 ’ , \ > ey , ¢ a) ’ 
ECTHKEN; ovK amiOdvws Sé Tap avT@ AEeyeTaL STL TO ’OTICw 
MOY €PYOMENOC TO Tpddpomoy eivas Tov “lwavynyv tod 
Xpictovd Snroi* arnOds yap wortrepel oixétns éotl mpo- 
4 a \ ie / t > 5) se 
Tpéxyov Tov Kuplov. Todd dé amdovaTepov Td OyK eimi AzI0C 
o ' > n ‘ c , mn ¢ ’ > J vA b \ 
25 INd AYCO) AYTOY TON IMANTA TOY YTroAHMATOC é£eiAnder, OTL OVSE 
THS ATLMOTAaTHS UInpecias THS mpos Xptotov a£Euos 
te \ , ¢ \ ¢e a \ \ 
civay d1a TovT@Y 6 BamTioTyHS OpmoAoyel. mAnV peETa 


TOTe yap ov 


i. 10. 


Jo. i. 26. 


J0. 1: Bi. 


18 duvduevor] Svvapévw. 


8. 12,13. éudari}s éyevdunvy] The Hilary and Ambrosiaster. 





quotation does not agree exactly with 
the LXX., which has ’Eydar7s éyev7}- 
Onv rots éue wn erepwradow, ebpéOnv 
Tots éue ph Knrodow. In Romans the 
clauses are transposed, and 8. Paul 
has éyevéunv. The exact form is 
found in two Latin mss. (d, e) and in 


17. dvoctapiOunrov dvtrws] An -awk- 
ward phrase, but the correction in 
Cod. Venetus SvccéaplOunrov éyros is 
no better. It has been plausibly 
suggested that we should read évc- 
eLapiOunrov bvTwv THY Tapacrioas 
evapyws Suwvanever, 


Mt, xxii. 
32. 


Cf. Le. 
. Xviii. 19. 
Jo. xiv. 28. 


64 THE EXTANT FRAGMENTS OF HERACLEON. 


TavTnv THY éexdoyny ovK aTiOavas VToBéEBAnKE TO OUK eyo 
eiut txavos, va 8° éwée katérXOn amd peyéOovs Kal 
capka AaBn ws brodnua, Tepl Hs eyo NOyov atro- 
Sodvas ov Svvapat, ovdé Sinynoacbat, H émtddcat 
THY Tept aUTHS olKovomlav’ adpdTtepovy Sé Kal peyado- 
dvéctepov 6 avtos ‘Hpaxdéwv xoopov TO UTodynpma éxdeEd- 
pevos, petéotn éml TO aaeBéotepov atodynvacba, TadTa 
mavra Setvy aKkovecOat Kxal tmept Tod mMpoowmTrov 35 
Tovtov 1a Tod "Iwavvov voovpévov. oletat yap TOV 
Snutoupyov Tov Koapmou, €XMaTTOVa OYTAa TOD XpLoTod, 
TOUTO Omoroyely Sta TOvT@Y TaV AéEEwY, brEp éoTh 
mavtov aoeBéotatov' 6 yap méurpas avTov TaTp, 6 TOV 
ZWNTWN OEdC, Ws avTOs "Incods wapTupel, Tod “ABpadm Kal Tod 40 
‘Icadk Kab TOD lak@B, 0 Sia TOTO KUpLOS TOD ovpavod Kal TIS 
ys, OTL TeTolnKev.avTa, ov'TOS Kal povos ayabds, Kab peiSov 
Tov weudbévtos' ef Sé Kal, Ws mpoeipnKapuev, adpoTepor 
vevontat Kal TWAS 6 KOcMoS UTOOnMGA elvat TOD Inaod 
T@ ‘Hparréwvi, aAX ove oipas Setv cvyxatatiber bar. 





45 


35 mpoowmrov] Cod. Bodleianus habet in margine raya delarer Tob Snusovpyov, 


post quod, alia manu, Kaos éxeu. 


29. xatéXOn] This passage a- 
grees with Heracleon’s Italic posi- 
tion. Cf. Hippolytus Refut. vi. 35, 
Wuxixov pact ro gwua TOD "Inood ye- 
yovévat kal dua Tovro émt rod Barric- 
MATOS TO TVEDUA WS TEpLoTEpA KaTE- 


AjrAvOe, For wéyeOos cf. Irenaeus 1. 
xiii, 3. 
30. wbmddnua] May we see in 


the interpretation of j7rddnua as Koo- 
fos, & groping after the idea of the 
Lord having taken ‘humanity’ upon 
Himself, though only as a brddynua 
which the Adyos laid aside? 

35. The suggestion of the margin 
of the Bodleian deserves attention. 
But ro’rov is unnecessary, and per- 
haps rod Snucoupyod should be substi- 
tuted for it; or should we read rod 
Geod instead of it? In this case we 
must suppose that Origen wrote deod 


43 mpoeiphkaper] mpocephKaper. 


where we should have expected 6y- 
fuoupyov, which was probably what 
Heracleon’s ipsissima verba con- 
tained, in order to emphasize the 


impiety (érl 7d doeBéorepov) of He- 


racleon’s interpretation. But rovrov 
is not impossible. 

36. vooumévov] See Frag. 5 (note). 

37. éddrrova dvta] We may perhaps 
compare Hipp. Refut. vi. 36, éyyw (6 
Snucoupyos) SidaxGels bd rhs coplas 
Tov xpelrrova, though there the re- 
ference is to the Father Himself, In 
the fulness of time the Demiurge is 
made to confess before men his su- 
perior ; hitherto he has kept secret 
the mystery of the aeons revealed to 
him by Sophia, Cf. also Frag. 40 
(Orig. xiii. 59) dre edmicros 6 Syut- 
oupyés. 





THE EXTANT FRAGMENTS OF HERACLEON, 


























*I@ANNHC _BATITIZON. 


youv BHOANIAN avéyvapev. 


T Badr roy. 


t 


2 a 
EVOLKOUYTOS AUTO. 


y/ > ¢ a \ 
OvecOar. ovx nyodpar dé 


10 odpari] capa 70. 


9.1, Since Cod. Monac. a few lines 
ower down reads BnéaBapa, we must 
probably conclude that Byéapa is due 
to the scribe’s error, arising from 
the omission of Ba between two very 
similar syllables. At the same time 
it should be noticed that the reading 
Bnfapa is found in a Syriac ms, (See 
Tischendorf in loc. (syr. P assem. 2 
Or. 4, 140, 142, 280), 

_ As bearing on Tischendorf’s note 
t may be well to state that while 
Cod. Monac. reads BndaBapa in the 
second instance where the word oc- 
curs on p. 140 (of Delarue’s fourth 


B. 


| 
: 


1 BybaBapa] BnOapa. 
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9. Ibid. vi. 24 (R. Iv. 140; L. 1. 237). 


Tayta én BHOaBapé éréneto Tépan toy ‘lopAdnoy, Stroy FN Jo. i. 28. 
OTe pev aoyeddy ev maou Tots apvtt- 
ypados Ketrar Tayta én BHOania éréneTo ovK aryvoodpev, Kal 
Gove TOUTO Kal éTL TpoTepoy yeyovévat’ Kal Tapa ‘Hpaxréave 


évyévero] bis, 


10. Ibid. vi. 38 (R. Iv. 159; L. 1. 271). 


— Tadw ev r@ To7w 6 ‘Hparréwv yevouevos, ywpls tacns 
aTacKeuns Kal Tapabécews paptupiwyv atropaliverat, bts TO 
pev Amnoc Toy Ge0¥ ws TpodttHe Pyaly oO ‘lwavrns, Jo. i. 29. 
TO 6€Oaipa Nn THN AmMapTiAN TOY KOCMOY Os TEPICCOTEPON Le. vii. 26, 
Kal oleTar TO bev T poTepov wept TOU o- 
patos avtod meyer Pas, TO 6é Seiinepov mept TOU év TO 
BeHer, 79 TOV Gpvov ated civat év TO TOV ™ po- 
Barwv yévet, ovtTw Sé cal TO copa rapabéces TOD 
TO O€ TéXELOV ef EBovUXAETO, dPyol, 
TO cOpmaTe papTupicar, KpLov elmev av TO wédNDdOV 


b] A \ 
elvat avayKatov peta THAL- 
elrev dv TO] elmety avro. 


volume, as quoted by Tischendorf), 
Codd. Ven, et Bodl. read Byéapa in 
both places. On p. 142 Cod. Monac. 
reads BydaBapa, on p. 280 (Comm. in 
Toann. xiii. 60) ByOapa. On Hera- 
cleon’s Biblical text, see the note on 
p. 74 (Frag. 18, Jo. iv. 17). 

10. 6, 7.. tov év TG owpar] This in 
conjunction with Frag. 8 establishes 
Heracleon’s ‘Italic’ position, which 
otherwise could not be very clearly 
proved from the Fragments. Cf. 
Hippolytus (Refut. vi. 35), yéyove TH 


WUXIK@, K.T.A. 


Ph. ii. 7. 


Jo. ii, 12. 


Mt. iv. 13, 


17, 
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KavtTas yeyevnuévas é&erdoers tevtateww mepl Tov Toor, 
> 4 \ \ ’ a c \ a ¢ / 3 ; 
ayovilomevos mpos TA evTEAWS UTFO TOU HpaKdéwvos eipn- 
pévar povov dé TovTO ervonpet@r €or, OTL dorrep pores 
ex @pnaev 6 Koa p08 TOV KENWCANTA EayTON, ovTas dpvod Kal | 
ov Kptod édenOn, iva dpe adtod F AmapTia. 


13 dywrifduevos] dywrifouevous. 


11. Ibid. x. 9 (R. tv. 170; L. 1. 291). 


‘O pévros ye “Hpaxdéwv to Met&d tofto KatéBH eic Kacbap- — 
NaoYM ayToc Sunyovpevos”"AAANS TaALVY OLKOVOMLAS aPYHY, 
dnc, SnrotcOat, ovK apyds Tod KatéBu eipnuévou" 
Kat dno. THY Kadbapvaodp onpaivery Tavta Ta EoXaTa 
TOU KOGMOU, TAUTA TA UALKA eis a KaTHADE, Kal dia TOS 
avoiketov, pnolv, eivat TOV TOTOD, OVSE TET OLNKOS TL 
Néyetar ev avTH i) NeAaANKOS. Ef pev OdV pwNde ev TOIS 
Nowtrois evaryyeAlous emomKes TL  AEAAANKOS eV TH 
Kagapvaovp 6 Kuplos iov aveyéypatrto, Taya av édioTaéa- 
pev Trept Tod mapadé~acOar avtovd Thy Epunvetav. vuvi dé ot 


pev Mat@aios Katadindnta not Tov Kvpioyv nudv THN Nazapa, 


GAOONTA KATWKHKENAl E1C KacbapNaoyM THN TIAPA@adaccian, KaL 
amd TOTE apynv TOD KHPYcceIN TremoujcOar Aéyovta Meta- 


NOeiTe, HTrike FAP H BACcIAEIA TON OYPANDN......TaDTA 5€ mavTa 
\ A 3 \ Aa A ? / \ 2 a 
mept tav év Kadapvaodp TO Lwrhpe eipnuévov Kal Te- 15 


, t €2 A ror 5 8 ery coe 
Tpaywevov TapecTncamev vimréep Tov EedéyEar THv “Hpa- 
Kr€wvos Epunvetav, Néyovtos Ata TodTO oVdSé TWETOLNKOS 

, 9 2. AA , * \ , > / i| 
TL NévyeTas Ev AUTH } ANEAAAHKYS. 7 yap Svo émivoias 


10 rapaddééacbat] weprddiac ba. 


‘12. revrdgew] The rev being hard 
to decipher, the scribe of Cod. Ven. 
conjectured ravrifew, while the scribe 
of Cod. Regius contented himself 
with leaving a small lacuna before 
ragew. On the bearing of this, and 
the omission of a’rod 7 auapria, on 
the origin of Cod, Regius, see Intro- 
duction, p. 8. 

11. 1ff, For the interpretation of 


Capernaum ef. Frag. 40 (Orig. Comm. 
in Ioann. xiii. 59), rov dé &v Kagap-— 
vaodp, vidv avrod dunyetrat roy ev TH 
broBeBynkbre pepe. THs mecdrynros, TH 
mpos Oddaccay, Touréort TH ouvvyp- 
bévy TH UAy. The whole passage 
there quoted is hardly consistent with 
the ovdé wemounxws of the text: cf. a 
little further on, Aéyeu dé dre << . 


1 pos TOV. KAULVOVT. 
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6150 ' a wy a \ \ , \ 

oT@ Kai avTos THs Kadapvaodp kal tapiotatw Kal TeL- 
: 4 A a A 
> TaTW Trias, 7 TOUTO ToLHoal pr) Suvapevos adictacbw Tod 
’ \ A / \ t 

Réyerv TOV LwThipa parnv Tivi Tomr@ emidednunkévar’ Kat 
nets 5é, Oeod SiddvTos, yevopevor Kata Ta TovadTa Ywpia THS 
cuvavayvecews, OTrov Sokar av pndev nvuKévas émidnunoas 
xopiow tial, TeipacducOa TO fu) paTaLoy THs émidnpias 
avTOUD Tpavecat. 


21 rw] twi Te. 23. Srov...qvuKévat] mov Sdieay pundev av jv vKédva (sic). 


12. Ibid. x. 14 (R. tv. 179; L. 1 309). 


O pévTot ye “Hpaxhéoy Adtrn, gpnow, ” peyany coptty 4 Jo. ii. 
Tod yap maQous ToD YwrHpos TU mos hv, bre ov povor! 
avynpetto TO TpoBaTop, GAXA Kal avaTavolty Tapeiyev 
é€oOtopevov, Kal Ovdpevov TO TaB0s Tod YwrHpos TO 

5€v KOoL@ éonpaivery, écOtdpevov Sé THY dvdtavowy 

THY ev yao. tapeBéucba 5é avtod Thy AEE, va TO ws 

év THALKOVTOLS avacTpépey TOV avdpa Tapeppimpévas Kal 
voapas peTa pndevos KaTacKevacTiKod OewpyoayTes, “addov 

avTov KaTrappovncwpev. 


4 7d rdOos] Tod rd fous. 5 éonpwawvev] éojucvov. 


23. dmov x.7.X.] The reading of 
_ the ms. is corrupt, and the conjecture 
in Cod. Venetus rod Sotacns undev av 


Lwripa aryyédors. 
Unfortunately Hippolytus has said 
nothing about the eschatology of the 


qvuxévae is not helpful. The reading 
given in the text is the slightest 
alteration which will restore any 


_. Sense, 


12. 4. 7d ribos] a necessary correc- 
_ tion of the ms. reading, which was 
made also by the scribe of Cod. 
_ Venetus. 

5. tiv dvaravow] Cf. Excerpta 
ex Theodoto § 63, ) wév obv THY TveEv- 
pariGy dvamavois év Kupiaxy év oy- 
doddt... ira 7d Seimvoy tiv yduwr. 
Irenaeus 1, vii. 1, rods 6@ mvevpwari- 
kovs...€vTds mAnpwpuaros eloedOdvrTas 
vias dmrodobjcecOa. Trois mept Tov 





system which he describes. Perhaps 
it did not come within his scope: 
his main object seems to have been 
to establish a case of Hellenising 
against each of the heretics whom he 
refutes. But no doubt some analo- 
gous duos completed the system : 
as the dcép0wors of the ran of Sophia 
was accomplished by means of her 
marriage with the kowds tod mdnpa- 
paros kaprrés, so the wrvevyarixol would 
naturally receive the final didpAwors 
by yao, no doubt with the dy 
projected by Sophia and her cv{vyos. 


5—2 


Jo. ii. 14. 


Heb. ix. 7. 


Jo. ii, 14. 
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13, Ibid. x. 19 (BR. rv. 194; L. 1. 338). 


7 | 

"TSmpev 5é al ta ‘Hpaxréwvos, 6s pnow Tip eis ‘lepo- 

, ” / \ > \ A e lal > <i 

coOAUpa AVOSOY ONnMmaively THY ATO TOV UALKOD Eis TOV 

/ a ¢e 

wuyiKxdv TOTOY, TUyYXaVvOVTGa ELKOVva THS lepoveadypm, 

avaBacw tod Kkupiov. To Sé Eypen €N TG iepa, Kab 

ge, Y By, | oe e \ a \ . a a 

ovxt mpovaw, olerar eipjabar vTép TOU my THY KAHOL: 

A U a 

povnv vonOjnvat thy xopls mvevpatos Bonbeiobat 
a ¢ 

Umo Tod KuUplou' nyeiTal yap Ta pév dyta TOV ayiov 

c e / : 

elvat TO iepOn, els &@ MONOC 6 Apylepeye eioles, évOa olpar 

avTov Aéyew Tos TvevpaTiKors ywpely’ Ta Sé TOD TpO- 

/ d \ € “ , 4 a. , 

vaov, 6mov Kat ot Aevitat, cuvpBorov eivat Taev 






é&m Tod mTANpOmaTos WuyxXLKaV eEvpLoKopévwnv ev 
cwTnpia. Ipods tovtTows TOYC €YPICKOMENOYC 
én Ta fepd@ m@AoYNTAC Boac Kal TpPdBaTa Kal Tre- 


picTepac, KAl TOYC KAOBHMENOYC KEpMaTicTac é&edéEaTo — 


NEvyecOar avTl THY wHdev yapiTs SLdovT@Y, GAN épTo- 1 


1 eis] om. 


13. 1. eds has been rightly sup- 
plied by Cod. Bodleianus, 

Thy eis x.T.X.] This sentence can 
only mean that the Lord’s journey 
from Galilee to Jerusalem symbo- 
lises the journey from the dra 
(cf. Fragg. 12 and 40) to the Wuxixds 
Toros, Which rémos is an eixdv or 
image of the Jerusalem above. Cf. 
Excerpta ex Theod. § 59. If we 
compare this with Hippolytus we 
may deduce as a reasonable conjec- 
ture that Heracleon spoke of the 
Hebdomad, the abode of the Demi- 
urge, as an eixwy of the Ogdoad which 
was the abode of Sophia, or from 
another point of view was Sophia 
herself. This will account for the 
distinction between ‘Tepoveady and 
‘Iepooé\vpa Which the mss. have faith- 
fully preserved. Cf. Bishop Light- 
foot’s note on Gal. iv. 26. Perhaps 
in 1. 3 we should read r7s dvw ‘Tepov- 


2 onpaivew] onpaltve. 


5 mpovdw] Tav dvw. 


Tanne. 

5. mpovdw] The rdv dvw of the 
Mss. is impossible. Neander’s con- — 
jecture t@ vag is in the right direc- — 
tion, but should we not read mpovdw 
(cf. 1. 9, ra 5¢ Tod mpovdov)? Other- 
wise we must suppose, either that : 
the meanings of vads and iepév had — 
been practically reversed by Hera- 
cleon’s time, or that he was ignorant 
of their usage. And even then the 
change to mpovaov in 1. 9 would be © 
awkward. ee 

5, 6. The distinction of xdjous — 
Movn } xwpls mveduaros agrees with — 
the division of men in Hipp. Refut. 
vi. 34, Karouxnryprov more pev Wuxis — 
ovns...moTe dé puxfs kal \éywv. See 
also Excerpta ex Theod. § 58, Surdmec 
Thy éexkdAnolav dvadaBav TO éxdexTov Kal — 
TO KAnTOV, TO Mev Tapa THs Texovons — 
TO TVEVLATLKOY, TO Se Ex THs olKovoulas 
TO WUXLKOP. 4 
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la : ¥ , 8 \ a / bd i \ $y 

piav kal népdos tHhv tTdv Eévwy eis TO tepov elaodov 

y ss a a , Py \ , 4 
voptlovtwy, Tov idiov Képdous Kal durapyuplas évexev 

Tas €is THV NaTpElav TOD Deod Ouacias YopnyovrTar,. 

Kal TO PpareAAIon S€ wemoinaOar ex cYXoLViwy UO TOD Jo. ii. 15. 
Inood, ovyi trap’ adXov NaBdvTos, iOvoTpdTws atraryyéAXet, 
Réyov TO PparéAAION eixdva Tuyydvewy THS Suvapews 

Kal évepyetas Tod ayiov TrvevpaTos, expuvcarTos TOds 
xelpovas Kai dnor To parédAAIon Kal TO Alvov Kal 
THY cLVdOVa Kal boaToLavTa eikova THS SUVapEews Kal 

THS évepycias eivat TOU ayiov mvevpatos. erecta 

© a h \ \ D ae ? t 

€avT® TpoceiAnhe TO My Yyeypammevov, ws apa ets EvrNov 
€0€0eTO TO PpayérALoy, Orep EvNov TU TOV éexrAaBov civat 

ay ae a Mg t lal / > a 5 

Tov otavpod, gnci Tovtm TO EVAM AvnrAdGTAaL Kal 
npavicat Tos KuBevtas ExTdpovs Kal wacav THY 
Kakiav. Kal ovK old bras prAvapav dyno éx Svo TovTwY 

— -: , t Y , fa A \ 
Tpaywatwov ppayedrAtov KkatacKkevalecGar, Entav To 

Der 4 n°? A t ry \ > , \ 

vmo Tod “Incod yevopevov. Ov yap éx Sépparos, dnot, 

| 

vekpov éToincev auto, iva Thy éxKrXnCLaV KaTa- 
CKEVATYH OVKETL AHCTON Kal éumop@v CTHAAION, GAA Mt. xxi. 13. 
9 a a Cf. Jer. 
}OIKON TOY TAaTpOC avTov' extéov Sé TO avayKaloTaTov ¥.. 41 
mept THS OcotnTos Kal €x TOV PHTOY TOVTWY Tpds a’ToV. Et 

oS A 9 ¢ U e \ ? ~m 97 ' 

“yap 70 év ‘lepocodvpois iepov oiKON To¥ idiov Tatpdc dnouv 
eivat 6 ‘Incods, TodTO dé 70 iepov eis Sofav Tod KTicavTos TOV 
ovpavov Kal THY yiv yéyove, THs OvK dvTLKpUS SidacKopeOa 

) fn) ETEPOV TLVOS vowifeLv Vidv cival Tapa TOV ToLNTHVY Ovpavod 

Kal ys TOV viov TOD Beod ; 


14, Ibid. x. 19 (R. tv. 196; L. 1. 342). 


Shodpa Sé arrapaityntws 6 ‘Hpaxdéwy oleras rd “O zAidoc Jo. ii. 17. 


‘TOY OIKOY COY KATaddsreTal Me EX TpogwmTov ToY EKBXN- (leviti.) 10. 


Bévtwv Kal dvarobévtwr bro TOD YwTHpos Suvapewv 


14. 2. xaradiyera] There is a the masc. with dvvduewy we may 

difference of reading in the LXX. compare Hp. Vienn. et Lugd. ap. 

here. SB read xarapdyerar, Axaré- Huseb. H. EL. v. i. § 9, rev mpoeorn- 

gaye. Cf. Origen Comm. in Ioann.  kéorwy ris ridews eLovorwv, and ibid. 

x. 19 (L. 1. 341), — § 30, wapareumrevTww Tay TodTiKwY 
3. duvapewv] Cf. the Saiwoves of é£ovoiwy. 

Hipp. Refut. vi. 34. For the use of 


Ps. Ixix. 
(Ixviii.) 22. 


70 


Neyer Aas, un Suvapevos Tov cipyov THS ev TO Wrahw@ Tpohy: 
Telas THPhoaL, voovpevov éx TpogwTroU TAY EKBANOEYTOY Kal 
’ / , / F ’ 
avarobévtwv Svvapmewy déyeo Oat. | 
avTov Kal TO “EAwKaN eEic TO pcos MOY YOAHN am éKke ec: 
Neyer as ev TO avTO avaryeypaypéevov YO GX’ os elk 

érapakev avTov Td kaTadareral ME @S L?) Suvapevov m : 
Xpiotov arraryyeddeo Oat, ovx opdvta TO Gos Tav avOpwmo: 
mabav wept Oeod Kai Xpiorod Noyov. 


10 ovx dpavra] od xopavra. 


15. Ibid. x. 21 (RB. 1v. 199; L. 1. 351). 


‘O pévtos ye ‘Hpaxdéwv 76’ En tpicin noi avr) rod “Ev 
Jo.ii. 19. Tpitn, wn épevvnoas, Kaitor ye émriotnoas t@ “EN TpICcIN, 
Tos €v Tploly n advacTacls évepyelTat nmepats. 
THY TPLTHY Hol THY TVEUVMATLKHY HMEepay, ev H OloVTAL 
dnrova0ar THY THS ExKAHTLAS aVYaoTacLD. 
akoXovbov éott mpairny Néyeuv evar TIV xotxtiv neEepav, Kab 
TV deur épav TV puxieny, OU yeyernmevns THS exndgolas 


TNS avacTacEews év avtais. 


6 xotkiy] xwiKHv. | “ 


5. voovmevov] We should expect 
this word to introduce what Origen 
considered to be the true ‘ spiritual ’ 
meaning of the passage under dis- 
cussion, and not a repetition of 
Heracleon’s ‘obstinate’ interpreta- 
tion. And the agreement of voov- 
pevov with eipucoy is very awkward. 
As it stands the passage can only 
mean that Heracleon’s interpretation 
fails because he cannot grasp the 
general drift of the prophecy, which 
he interprets as being spoken by the 
duvdpes. But the text is unsatis- 
factory, and I am inclined to suspect 
that the words vootpevov—réyeobar 
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akoXovbov Sé éoTt 


étt O€ Kab 


tovtwov dé 


7 
o 
. 


may possibly be a marginal note 
made by the reader of some ancestor 
of Cod. Monacensis, which has crept 
into the text. For a possibly similar 
phenomenon we may compare Frag. 
40, etn ptots K.T.r. ’ 
10. &os] Does this mean simply 
‘custom, usage,’ or should we com 
pare Origen’s use of 70 év ec heyb- ; 
pevov, tropicé, and perhaps 7a én 
Orig. Comm. in Ioann., xiii. 5? 
ovx dpavra] The reading of all the 
mss. Huet apparently conjectured 
od xwpodvra, Which is the probab! : 
source of Delarue’s note ‘Beg. (ques m 
H. sequitur) od xwpotvra.’ 
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16. JLbid. x. 22 (RK. Iv. 201; L. 1. 356). 








"Howe Sé wat kata ta MaxkxaBaixad todd tis axata- Cf.1 Mace. 
a = , \ \ \ ae \ \ ’ sy i. 22 ff. 
atacia yeyovevat Tept Tov Aaov Kai TOV vady, Kal ovK olda 
ef TOTE adv@KodouynOn Toco’ToLs ETETLWW O Vads. 6 péVTOL YE 
“Hpakréov, wndé éerictncas TH iotopia, dyoi Tov Lono- Ct. Jo. ii. 
ir a ” 2 e 
|P@VTA TECCAPAKONTA Kal EZ ETECI KaTETKEVAKEVaL TOV : 
yaov, cikova Tvyxadvovta Tov Lwrhpos, Kal Tov Ss" 

> \ > \ 7 , \ / > , 
aptOmov cis THY UANY, TOUTETTL TO TAAGHA, avadépeL: 

an \ a \ U 
Tov O€ TOY TEToapakorTa, 0 TETpas éoTL, dno, 
ampoomNokos, cis TO Euhvonpma Kal TO eV TOE j 
pa poom) S, ag op ag 7h HEE FO SETS eupuon- 

>? \ 

parr aomépua. dpa dé et Suvaroy, Tov pev pw’ dia Ta Téooapa 
‘TOU KOcpov aoTovyela ev Tools HywVicpévols Eis TOV VadY éy- 





yeyovévat Tov avOpwrrov. 


16. 6,7. rov =’ apOpor] Cf. Frag. 18, 
Heracleon’s interpretation of the six 
(as he read) husbands of the Samari- 
tan woman. With the whole fragment 
we must compare Excerpta ex Theo- 

doto § 50, A\aBav xobv amo rijs vis... 
— puxny yewdn kal IruKhy érexrhvaro... 
6 bé Kal” Gpolwow rv adtod Tod 5y- 
puoupyov, éxeivds éotw dv els TovTov 
evehionréy te Kal évéorerpev dporod- 
ody te adT@ Ot dyyéAwv évOels. And 
§ 58, Zoxe 5¢ 6 "Addu adjrws arg 
bd Tis copias évorrapev 7d orépua TO 
mvevparikov els THY Wuxnv, Siarayels, 
gyol, d¢ dyyé\wy év xept pecirov... 
IIp@rov ofv omépua mvevyarikov To év 
7T@ Addu mpoéBarev 7} copia va 4 rd 
éaTouv % oyiKy Kal ovpavia Wuxn wn 
Kev7) GANG pveod yéuovga mvevpariKou, 
which is more closely parallel. See 
also Hipp. Refut. vi. 34, Tord éore 
70 elpnudvov...xat évedtonoe els Td 
mpbcwmov airod mony fwis kal éyévero 
6 dvOpwrros eis puxnv s¢eoarv, and for 
the ro & Te éudvojuat. oméppa, 


KaTatacoopeva KapBaveww, Tov dé s dia TO TH Extn Huepa 


11 qywricpévors] drywricpévors. 


ibid. vi. 34, xarotxynryjptov...morée dé 
yuxns Kal Néywr, oirwés eiot Adyou 
dywlev Kareomappévor dmd TOU Kowou 
TOU mAnpwuaros Kapmov Kal Tis coplas 
els ToUTOv Tov KécMoV, KaToLKOUYTES év 
TWMATL KOCK pera Wuyx7s. 

The agreement of this passage, 
with the fragment of Valentinus pre- 
served in Clement (Strom. iv. 13), and 
his explanation of it, will be more 
conveniently considered in an ad- 
ditional note. 

8,9. Terpas  ampéomdoxos] The 
reference is probably in the first 
instance to the original rerpaxris of 
the Valentinian system (i.e. probably 
the four male aeons of the Ogdoad), 
and then more generally to the spiri- 
tual nature which is incapable of 
real union with any lower nature. 
Cf. Irenaeus t. vii. 4 (where he is speak- 
ing of the Demiurge’s various views 
as to prophecy) 7 Tov avOpwrov, 4 Thy 
mpoowAokyy TwV xELpdvwv (MS. XELpwr, 
Lat. pejorum). 


Jo. iv. 14, 


Cf. Rom. 
v. 15. 


2 Cor. iii. 
16. 
Cf. Ex. 


Xxxiv. 34, 
Feb. xs 1.” 
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17. bid. xii. 10 (R. Iv. 220; L. 1. 18). 


"ldwpwev Sé kal ta “Hpaxréwvos eis tovs tdémous, baTUs 
dynciv”Atovoy kal TWpocKkatpoy Kal émideiTovaa EKEi- 
s \ \ \ \ ’ SAS A a ; 
ynv yeyovévar thy Conv, kal thy Kat avtTnyv SoEav 
KOTMLKY yap, pynalv, Hv Kal olerat TOU KOTMLKIY AUTHL 
elvat amroderEww pépey Ex TOD Ta OpéMMaTA TOD laxoP éE 
avTns TeT@KéVal' Kal ei pev ATOVOY Kal TpdTKaLpoV Kal 
é€mtNeltovcav édauBave Tv €x pépouvs yvoow, TOL TH 
aro TOV ypapev cuyKpices THY appHTwY PnudTwVv, A OUK 
éfov avOpdrr@m AaAncat, Tacav THY viv bv éoomTpov Kal 
aiviypatos ywoméevny yvaow, KaTapyoupévny btav EXOn TO 
/ > J A , n >’ ‘ ’ \ ¢ \ Lal , 
TENELOV, OVK AY AVT@ evekarécapev. et 5é UTép Tod diaBad- 
ELV TA TAXALA TOUTO TroLEl, éyKANTéos av ein. “O Sé Sid@- 
ouv vdwp 6 Lwrnp, dnow civas éx TOD MvevpaTos Kal 
n ‘ ’ an > , ; \ pI / >? ‘ 
THs Svvapews avTod, ov Wevdopevos’ Kal eis TO OY MH 
’ \ 2 \ 2An > , > 2 Ce / cd 
AIpHcH O€ €ic TON ai@NA arrodédmxev avtais AéEcow OUTwS, 
Aiovios yap 4 fw avtod, kal wndérote P0etpopéevn, 
¢ A € / ¢ > an / ] \ / > 
Os Kal yn TpoTNH Hn EK TOU PpéaTos, GAAG pévVOVCAa: ava- 
palpetos yap H ydpic Kal H Awped TOU YwrHpos nuay, 
Kal wn avartoKxopévn unde POctpopéevyn ev TH pmeTée- — 
yovTt avtThs. POerpomévyny 86 tHv perv S.Oovs eivat 2 
\ A Cal 
Conv, eb ev THY KATA TO ypappma edXeye, EnTdv THY TH TeEpI- 
AIPECEl TOY KAAYMMATOC yLvouéevny KaTa TO TINE{MA Kal evpi- 
TKMY, VyLw@s av Ereyev. ef dé TavTN pOopav KaTtnyopet TOV 
Tadao, Sjrov OTL TOUTO TroLel WS fw OpeV TA ayaOd TAN 
22 ywopervnv] ywopéevn 7%. 


11 aire) aidro. 21 rh] om. 


17.19, 20. ueréxovr.] There is no 
difference of reading here in the mss, 
Delarue’s note, ‘Regius (quem H. 
sequitur) weracxdvTu,’ is due to Huet 
and not to Cod. Regius. Huet very 
likely conjectured peracxévr. from 
Ferrarius (‘particeps fuerit’). 

21. gmrev] With this comment 
of Origen we may compare Hipp. 
Refut. vi. 35, dre réXos GaBev 7 xrlors 
LTV Goku THY éykeKadummer ny 
. kal elxe Kadduppa érl TH Kapdlay* 


émére oby eer apOfvar TO KdAUMA. 
tw 7H) Hilgenfeld plausibly al- — 
ters the rm of the mss. to rj. Per- 
haps it is better to insert both articles 
(cf. Frag. 1). At any rate the 7 in 
the next line cannot be right. We — 
may reasonably suppose that after 
ywouernv had been corrupted to y- 
vouevnn (dative because of the pre- 
ceding zrepratpéce), the r7v may have 
dropped out. 
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° 
ovK amiOavas Se TO 


‘AdAoménoy Sinynoato Kal trovs petarxapuBavovtas trod 
avodev erryopnyoupévov trAovalws, Kal avTovs éx- 
Prvoat eis THY EtTépwv aidviov Sw)v Ta ériKxexopn- 
ynwéva avtots, adda Kal érawel THY Yapapeirw dodv 


30 €veerEamévnv tiv adtaKpitov Kal KaTadddnrOV TH 


pucet éavTHs Tictiv, wy) SiaxpiOcioav ed ols éreyev 
QUT. eb pev ovv THY Tpoaiperw dredéyeTo, wndev Tepl 
picews aivittomevos ws Svadepovons, Kal rpeis av ovyKarte- 
OémcOa: «i Sé TH voy KatacKevy dvadépe THY THs cvyKaTA- 
35 Oécews aitiav, ws ov Taou TavTnS Trapovons, avatperréov 
avTov Tov ddyov. ovK olda Sé mas 6 ‘Hpaxréwv +d pr) 
yeypapmevov éexraBov dyno mpds Td Adc moi Tof{To TO YAwp Jo. iv. 15. 
ws apa Bpayéa SiavuyOecioa Uo Tod AOyou éulonoe 
Nowtov Kal Tov TOTOY éxeivov TOD AEeyoméevov CaVTOS 
4oUdaTos. te dé wal mpds Td Adc moi To{To TO YAwp TNA MH 
_ AlY@ MHAE Alepywmal ENOAAE ANTAEIN Hyolv OTe TadTa réyes 
Hh yuvn éuhaivovea To étipoxOov kal Svomdpiatov 
Kal atpodhoy éxeivov Tod vdaTos' wodev yap Sevxvivar 
exer ATpodor eivar TO Tod laxoP Udup ; 


25 éxew] exe. 


18. Ibid. xiii, 11 (R. rv. 221; L. m. 20). 


"Ert O¢ 6 “‘Hpaxréwv tpos ro Aéret aytH hyot Ajrov bre 
ToLvovUTO TL Aéywv" Ki OédXets AaBRetv TodTO TO Udap, 
¥TAre, PONHCON TON ANAPA coy’ Kal oleTas THS Yapa- 

\ / € \ fa) a ” \ 
peittoos Tov AEYOmEevOY VO TOD YwTHpos avdpa TO 


25. The text, even after éxew 
has been substituted for the impos- 
sible @ye., is unsatisfactory. The 
omission of ra dya0a would make it 
simpler, and it is possible that these 
words may be a marginal gloss, which 
has crept into the text. 

27, 28. kal adrovs éxBdvoa] Cf. Ex- 
cerpta ex Theod. § 58, 7d WuxuKor, 6 
dvéowoev Kal dynveyKev damrep avédaBe, 


kat dv adrav Kal Ta ToUTOLS GuotourTa. 

33. gicews] Cf. Fragg. 19, 44. 
Origen’s criticism of the doctrine of 
gpicews Stagopa is one of the most 
important parts of his refutation of 
Heracleonism, as this was the deepest 
and most characteristic fault of the 
system, and indeed of gnosticism in 
general, 


Jo. iv. 16. 
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/ a ’ a ~ \ > / / \ 
TANPWMA ELVAL AVTHS, LUA TUV EKELV@ YEVOMEVH TWPOS 5 


\ a 7 - > a \ U \ 
TOV LwTHpa KowicacOat Tap avTov THY SvVapmLVY Kal 
TV EVOOLY Kal THY AVAaKpaclY THY TPOS TO TANPOMA 

a a, ’ \ . \ \ n 
avtns SuvnOH ov yap twept avdpos, dyot, KoopiKod 

a j ’ 
éXevyev avTyH iva Karéon, émeitep OVK NYVOEL OTL OUK 
clye voutmov avdpa. mpodjrws b¢ évTav0a Bialerar, Néyou 
auTn TOV LwTHpa eipynKévat PoyNHCON COY TON ANAPA 
KAl EAE ENOAAE, ONAODYTA TOY ATO TOV TANPOpaTos 
avtuyov’ eltep yap TODO ovTas elyev, Expy TOV avdpa Kal 
Tiva TpoTov dwvntéov ~ctat avtov eimeiv, tva ody avT@ 

, \ \ a #54? > \ ¢ se! f 

yevnTat TWpOs TOV LorTHpa. Garr érel, ws 6 “Hpaxréwv 
\ \ \ / > / A 16 LA 5 \ be \ 
dyol, KaTa TO voovpevoy Hyvoer Tov idtov dvdpa, Kata S€ TO 
¢ a > Y ? a 6 \ 7 de wv 8 - n 
amdoov HaxvveTo eimeiy OTe poryov ovyi Se avdpa eiye, TaS 
ovxt pathy Eota TpooTacowy oO Aéywou “YtIare (~NHCON TON 
ANApA coy Kal €ADE ENOAAE; ELTA Tpds TOUTO "AAHOEC EIPHKAC 
bt1 ANApa oYK €yeic, dnoiv “Eset év TO KOoTp@ OVK eixvev 
avdpan LYapapeires, nv yap avTHs O avnp év TO aiovi. 
nets pev ovv avéyvapev Tléente ANApac Ecyec’ mapa d€ TO 
14 elreiv] om. 21 Lapapetris] Dapapeirys. 


18. 6. KopicacOa] Grabe suggests here follows the Western text. As 


koplfvecOa, which is followed by Hil- 
genfeld. But there is no need to 
alter the ms. reading, which is in it- 
self preferable. 

7. Thy évwow x.7.r.] Cf. Excerpt. 
ex Theod. § 22, éyerpoueba otv iets 
lodyyedou Tots apperw amoxaracTrabév- 
res...eis évwow, and § 64, Kom foueva 
kal avrd& Tovs vuudious Tods ayyédous 
éauTwv, els Tov vudwya évTos TOU Gpov 
elglact...... els TOUS voEepovs Kai aiwvlous 
yapous THs cugvylas. 

wrjpwua] On Heracleon’s use of 
TrAjpwua and aiwy, see additional 
note p. 105. 

14, Hilgenfeld’s substitution of 
elev for éora is possible, but it is 
simpler to suppose with Huet that 
eireiv, or perhaps dyAwoa, has fallen 
out after airov. 

20. éxes] Heracleon, or Origen, 


Origen has twice quoted the words 
with the reading éyw shortly before, 
this passage may reasonably be sup- 
posed to represent Heracleon’s text. 
At the same time the retention in 
Cod. Monacensis of a less well- 
known reading in only one of several 
passages would not be unparalleled. 
Other interesting variants in Hera- 
cleon’s text are found in (1) Fr. 9, 
Bydavig. See the note in loc, (2) 
Fr. 18, é dvdpas, a reading other- 
wise unknown, (3) Fr. 40, yuxiv 
kat copa. Mt, x. 28, (4) Fr. 40, 
é&eevoovTas (els TO TKOTOS TO éEWTEpor), 
a Western variant for éxB\nOjcovra. 
So far as we can tell he used a text of 
a Western type, but we have not 
much material from which we can 
form a judgment. 


To. 


15 


20 
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“Hpaxréwve ebpowev “EZ XNApac Ecyec. Kal Eéppnvever ye 
ThVY UALKHY TWacav Kaxkiav SynrovdcOat Sia Tav bE 
25 avOpOrv, } TUVETETANEKTO Kal ETWANTIialEY Tapa NOYoV 

mopvevovoa, kai évuBptlouéevn kal abetrovupérvn xal 

éyxaTanertomévn UT avta@v’ rexTéov Sé mpos avTov 

Oru elrep errépvevey 4 TvEevpaTLK), NudpTavey 1 TVEUpA- 

TuKH €& Sé nudptavey 1 Tvevpatix?, AéNApoN 4faddN ovK 
30 9Y  TvevpaTiKn KaTa yap TO evayyédvov OY Aynatal 

AENAPON AfAOON KAPTIOYC TIONHPOYC ENETKEIN. Kal SHAOV OTL 

olyeTat avtois Ta THS pvOoTrotias. et Sé advvaTov éoTt TO 

BrAGON AENAPON Pépery TIONHPOYC KapTroyc Kal ArAON AENAPON 

n Lapapeiris, ate mvevpatixn TYyxXavovaa, axddovOov avTe 
35 Aéyew eotly, OTL TOL OVK Hv duapTia 7 Topveta avTHs, 7 ovK 

auTn émopveucer. 


Mt. vii. 18. 


19. Jbid. xiii. 15 (R. Iv, 224; L. 1. 25). 


‘O dé ‘Hpaxdéwr eis Ta avta pnwata réyer LVoynpovas Cf. Jo. iv. 
aA a \ mg 
Opmoroynkévar tv Sapapettiv ta ver avtod mpos 
>’ \ > / Ul \ 4 \ b] \ 
autTnv cipnuéva: Ilpodntov yap povov, dyolv, éeotiv 
elOévar TA TaVTA, Wevdomevos ExaTépws’ Kal yap oi ayye- 
5 AoL TA ToLavTA SUvavTaL cidéval, Kal 6 TpodyTns ov TavTa 
oidev, Ek meépoyc fap FINDCKOMEN KAl EK MEPOYC TIPOHTEYOMEN, 1 Cor. xiii. 
, al nQ9. 
Kav Tpopytevopev 7) ywooKkwpev. peta dé Tadta erate 
2 i aA A 
OS TpETOVTMS TH AUTHS dYgEL TOLnTacaY THY Lapa- 
al ¢ 
petriv, Kal pyre evoapévnv myte AVTLKPUS OmoXdo- 
loynoacav THY EauTHS AoxXNnMoTVYHY, TETELTMEVHY TE 
4 a / 
pynow avTnv, OTs wWpodyrys ein, EpwTav avTov, ama 
\ > / b] , Py > \ > “ / PY >’ 
THY aiTiav éudativovoay bt’ Hv éEeToOpvevcer, OTL &t 
fal lal , , 
ayvotav Oeod Kal THs KaTa TOV Oedv NaTpElas apmEry- 


8 airis pice] adris Paton, 


19. 3. mpogyrov x.t.\.] Contrast rns od mdvra. otdev of its point. 








Heracleon’s views on the prophets 
in Fragment 5. 

4, Hilgenfeld alters 7a mdyvra in- 
to xal raira, an alteration which, 
besides having no ms, authority, 
deprives Origen’s criticism 6 mpod7- 


12—14. ort...dweAjoacar is strange 
but may possibly be explained as an 
extension of such usages as 67\ov 
Hilgenfeld plausibly suggests 


e 
OTt 
are. 


Jo. iv. 20. 


Jo. iv. 21. 
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fal \ b nm. @ , 
TATAY Kal TAVTOY TOV KATA TOV Bloy aUTH avayKaiwr 
at addrXws adel Tov év TO Biw TYYXAaVOVTAaY: Ov ya 
kal ddros é 6 Bie tuyx yap 
? f 54 A / 
av, pnoiv, avT) HpyxeTo él TO Hpéap, EEw THS TONEWS 
/ > 9 \ n > / 3 / \ 
TuyXavov. ovK oida Se Tas évomicev EuhaiverBat THY 
aitiav Tod éxmeTopvEevKeval, } Ayvolav aiTiav yeyove- 
A fal \ 
vat eTt TOV TANMMEANLATOY Kal THS KaTAa Oedv NaTpElas. 
fa) \ / 
GX’ Eouke TADTA Ws ETVYEV EayediaKéval, Ywpis Taons TOa- 
/ a 
mpootiOnai te Tovtois OTL BovrXopévyn. mabey 
TOS Kal Tivt EvapecTHncaca Kal Jeo TpocKUIYHCACA 
aTadNayeln TOD TopvEevety, Néyes TO Oi TATEpEC HM@N 
a A / 
EN T@ Opel TOYT TIPOCEKYNHCAN Kal TO EEHS. ohodpa 
dé dori everdeyxTa Ta eipnuévas Td0ev yap OTe BovAETaL 
a “ a 
pabeiv, Tivt evapectncaca aTadXayein TOD Tropyevew ; 


VOTNTOS. 


15 ray év] rh éx. 25 eveXeyxTa] evedeyKaTa. 


20. Ibid. xiii. 16 (R. 1v. 225; L. 1. 26). 


Aérei aytH 6 ‘Incofc Ticteyé mol, rynal, OT! Epyetat dpa, Ste 
oYTe EN TG) Opel TOYT@ OYTE EN ‘lepocoAymoIC TIPOCKYNHCETE TO 

’ ao ra) Q / / CP’ / > 
TaTpl. OTe edofe wilavwrara tetnpnKkévar 0 Hpaxdéwv év 
toutois TO Eni péev Tov Tpotépav pn eippobat avTy 
Tlicteyé mol rynai, viv S€ TrodTo avTH mpocteTayOat, 

/ > / \ \ > / / > \ ay 

Tote émeOodkwoe TO gn) amriMavoyv Tapatnpnua, elmov “Opoc 


ev tov StadBorov AéyerOat, ) TOV KdopoV avTod, 


15. Grabe’s alteration of r7jv into been the cause of her \arpela, though 


Twv is the only satisfactory emenda- 
tion here, But this is not enough. 
Massuet’s insertion of drorvyxdvoucay 
after dvayxalwy balances the sentence 
better, but then ddAX\ws ruyxdvovcay 
becomes an awkward anticlimax. 
Two simple emendations suggest 
themselves, either (i) to place dued7}- 
cacay after dvaykalwy, or (ii) to omit 
the xai after duedjoacay. But it is 
doubtful if even then a possible sense 
can be obtained. 


19. xai ris Kara Oeov Aarpelas] 
Ignorance can hardly be said to have 


Heracleon probably put it forward as 
the cause of the errors in her service. 
Origen seems to have misunderstood 
the words which he quotes. 

21. re] The wept of the Editions is 
another interesting example of the 
influence of the mistakes made by 
the scribe of Cod. Regius, Cod. 


Monae. has rf (sic) which he has mis- 
taken for zepi. 

22. lv] Cod. Venetus inserts 
Tporw, but it is more natural that the 
expression here should be similar to 
that in 1. 26. 


15 


20 





ee 
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émetmep mépos Ev 0 StaBoXros bANS THS VANS, hyolr, Hr, 
6 5€ KOcpos TO cUpTaY TIS KaKias bpos, Epnmov oiKn- 


’ / g 
10 THpLOV Onpiwy, @ TpogEK’VOUY TaYTES Of TPO VOmov 


Kal ot €Ovixol ‘lepocdAyma O€ THY KTIioLY } TOV KTLOTHY’ 
@ Tpocekvvour of ‘lovdaior. “Adda xal Sevtépws "Opoc 
pev évopicer eivat THY KTIioLY H Of EOYLKOL TpoTEKUVOUY 
‘lepocdAyma 6€ Tov KTiatnv, & of “lovdaior éXatpevor. 


¢ a 2 \ e <e€ \ ” a / 
15 UPELS OUD, dno, OLOVEL Ol TVEVMLATLKOL, OUTE T7) KTLOEL 


d 


v lel n , a A 
oUTE TH ONmloupy@ MpockyYNHceTe, GAAA TO TaTpl THs 
> ¢ 
arnGeias: kal cvupraparauBavesr ye, dyoiv, avTiv os 
HON TWLOTHY, Kal TUVAapLOmoupéeryY TOls KaTA addy DeLay 


T POTKUVHTALS. 


13 of] om. 


14 $] om. 


21. Ibid. xiii. 17 (R. Iv. 226; L. 11. 28). 


“Ymeic mpockyneite 6 OYK OlAaTe, HMEIC TIPOCKYNOYMEN O Jo. iv. 22. 
OIAAMEN, OTI H CWTHPIA EK TON loyAAI@N ECTIN. 
, 


To ‘Ymeic, ooov 


Pe A , id a. ¢/ 4.3 . % A > a id \ 
émt TH dréEEeL, of Sapapeis’ bcov Sé eri TH avaywyh, ot Trept 
Tas ypabdas étepodo€ou. TO dé “Hmeic, cov eri TO PNTO, OL 

YP $ Pp ~ ) ri P? a? 

a | Saiou' 6 be emi 7 arr / b) > 6rd \ e ’ 

ovdaior’ dcov dé éml TH addnyopia, éyw O NOYoOS, Kal Ol KAT 
€ue pe“oppapévos, Tv cwrTnpiav ExovTes atrd THv ‘lovdaixav 
Aoywv" TO yap PaNepwoeN NYN MYCTHPION rephavépwrar Ald TE 


20. 8. With the description of o 
SidBodos as uepos év GAns rhs Ans cf. 
the cosmogony of Hippolytus Refut. 
vi. 32—34, éx ris brcKHs ovdclas Kal 
SiaBodikfs érolnsev 0 Snuovpyos rats 
Yuxais Ta capara, and éx ris bdLKjs 
yéyovev (as must be supplied, see Hil- 
genfeld Ketzergeschichte, p. 468) eikay 
didBodos, and thy dé aaroplay Sacmovwv. 

See also Irenaeus 1. v. 4, éx dé Tijs 
Abans TH MvevpatiKd THs Tovnplas... 
b0ev Tov SidBoror. 

9. 06 6¢ kdouos] Here regarded as 
the world of the Devil, cf. Irenaeus, 
loc. cit. dv Kat Koopoxpdropa Kadovor, 
and Hipp. Refut. vi. 33, didBoXos 


6 dpxwy TOU Kdcpou ToOUTOU. 

9,10. ofxnrhpiov Onplwyv] Cf. Hipp. 
Refut. vi. 34, karounrhpiov...drav 
dalwoves uy) cvvoikwor TH WuxXy, and 
Valentinus ap. Clem. Al. Strom. ii. 
20, % xapdla...ro\kwv ovoa Sarpmovwy 
olxnthptov. These passages shew that 
the phrase of the master was remem- 
bered by his pupils, and applied in 
different ways. 

11. xricw] i.e. the world of the 
Demiurge. The distinction between 
the nations and the Jews may be 
compared with the description (Hipp. 
Refut. vi. 34) of the children of Abra- 
ham, as the children of the Demiurge, 


Rom. xvi. 


2 Tim. i. 
10. 
Rom. ii. 
29. 
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A n a U an “a 
rPAPAN TPOPHTIKAN Kal TAC €ticaneiac TOY Kupiov Hman 
"Inco? Xpictof. Spa Sé ef pa) idlws Kal mapa THY axodovOiav 
Tov pytov 6 ‘Hpaxréwv éxdeEduevos 0 “Ymeic avti tod Ov 
’ cal > \ 5 / t bé > \ \ 
lovdatot, éOvixol, Siunynoato. olov bé éatt mpos THY 

a a a x \ a 
LSapapeiriw réyeoOar, vpeis oi lovdaios, ) mpds Lapapeirw, 
a \ 
Upeis of €OriKol ; GAN ovK oldaci ye of ETEpddo£or O Tpoc- 

a ec / oS 5x 5: aie an ‘ae } 

KUVOUGLY, OTL TAGTMA éoTl, Kat ovK adnUea, Kal pvlos Ka 
a / * ‘ 
ov myctHpia. 06 5€ mpooxuvav Tov Snutoupyov, padioTa KATA 
> a a“ \ 
TON €N KpyTIT® “loyAaion, Kal Tovs Adyous TOS TvEevpaTLKOdS 
b oo \ ? a > a \ i | fol 
Iovdaixods, obros 6 oiAe TIPOCKyNEl. odd S€é éoTL VOV Tapa- 
TiWecOar Tod ‘Hpakréwvos Ta pnta amo Tod émuyeypappévou 
Ilétpov xnpvypatos tapadapBavoueva Kal totacPat mpos 
>] > a / \ \ a / , / / , 
avra é&eralovras Kal mepi ToD BiBXLov, ToTEpoV TOTE YyYNoLOV 
éoti % voOov 7) pixtov' Siomrep ExovTes vTepTiéucla, TadTa 
, >’ , / >’ \ ¢ / / 
povoy érionuerovpevoe hépey avtov, ws Ilétpov di:daEavtos, 
M») Setv ca? "EXAnvas TpocKuvEtY, TA THS VANS TPAay- 


8 Kuplov] Xod. 15 od] om. 


21.12. mpos Zapyapetrw] This is 
strange but possible. The definite 
article in the first clause restricts the 


application to the particular subject 


of the story, while in the second 
clause it is general. But Cod. Vene- 
tus has, either intentionally or by 
itacism, improved the text, reading 
Lapapeirnv; the preceding Zapyapetrw 
would easily account for the change, 
and the more general application 
suggested by the masculine is intrin- 
sically far more suitable. 

15. ov] This correction (found 
in Cod. Ven.) is necessary, whether 
we retain the xai or not. 

17. mod dé] The scribe of 
Cod. Venetus fell into the natural 
transcriptional slip of inserting «d)- 
duov, thus getting a more familiar 
phrase. But intrinsic and transcrip- 
tional probability alike forbid us to 
follow Hilgenfeld in retaining the 
insertion. It would make the follow- 


23 cad’ “EXAnvas] Kabedpv as. 


ing dcdmep éxdvres brepriOéueOa Mean- 
ingless, 

23. xaé’ “EXAnvas] The reading of 
the Munich ms. explains the strange 
production of its copy (Cod. Reg. 
xadehe ds) which Huet had to fol- 
low, and which led him to conjecture 
kar’ é0vixovs. 
Preaching of Peter is quoted at 
greater length in Clement (Strom. vi. 
5) where the last sentence stands cal 
yap éxeivo. pdvor olduevor Tov Oedv 
ywwoKkew ovx érloravra, NaTpevovTes 
dyyékos Kal dpxayyéAos, pnvi Kal 
oeAnvy. 

Origen expresses a decided opinion 
on the Preaching of Peter in the De 
Principiis, Praef, 8 (interp. Rufino) 
‘Respondendum quoniam ille liber 
inter libros ecclesiasticos non habe- 
tur; et ostendendum quia neque 
Petri est ipsa scriptura, neque alteri- 
us cuiusquam qui spiritu Dei fuerit 
inspiratus.’ 


10 


15 


20 


The passage from the 





25 


5 


10 


15 
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pata atodexopéevous, Kal AaTpevovTas EvVAOLS Kal 
ALOots, wndé Kata lovdatouvs céBewv TO Deion, émeitrep 
Kat aUTOL movoe olopevor ewiaTacbat Dedr, ayvoodauy 
avTov, NaTpevovTeEs ayyédXots Kal wnvl Kal cednYD. 


-24 Xarpedovras] NaTpevovTes. 25 unde] mire. 
26 povor oldpevor] movors lomevor. 


22. . Ibid. xiii. 19 (R. tv. 229; L. 1. 33). 


\ iy n 
To pévros ye ‘Hmeic mpockynoymen 6 ‘Hpaxréwv oleras eivat Jo. iv. 22. 
‘O > 7A \ e ‘\ > a 3 Q e e \ \ 
€v ai@vt Kai Of GUY aUT@ EXOOVTES' OVTOL Yap, air, 
HOecTav Tive TWpogKkvVovacl, KaTAa aXnOELaY TpocKv- 
voovTes. adda Kal TO”°OTI H COTHPIA EK TON “loYAAi@N ECTIN, 
émret év TH lovdai iv, é 10, ANN ovK év avTot 
9 lovoata, dnoww, éyevnln, a OUK €Vv auTols 
—ov yap eis mavtas avTovs eyAdKHCe—Kal OTe €€ Cf. 1 Cor. 
3 
» 


/ lel a Ue 
éxetvov Tov éOvovs éZAAVEN 7 GoTNplia Kal O OYoOS Ct Pa wae 


> oh > ’ - \ \ \ , 2 a3 ees 

€1C THN OIKOYMENHN® KaTa O€ TO voovpevor éx THY Lov- oy 5. 
, a om, X. 
Saiwv Tv cwoTnpiav Sinyeitar yeyovévat, émeimep El- 1g. 

, 2 a b) a / > A 3 / 
KOVES OUTOL TOV EV TO TANPOMATL AVT@ Eivat vopi- 

a > ’ a A 
Covtat. éyphy dé avTov Kal Tos am’ avTod ExacTov Tap év 
TH Natpela Seixvivat, TAS EoTLV ELKOV TAY EV TO TANPOLATL, 

” \ ‘ a na / ? \ \ > / 
el ye pn povoy hwvn TovTO éyovow, aArAA Kal adnOeia 
ppovovotv avTo. mMpos TovTOLS TO EN TINEYMATI KAl AAHOEIA 
= ‘ ‘ ¢ / / A e / 
TIPOCKYNEICOAl TON OEON nryoupevos, Neyer OTL OL TpoTEpor 
TpockuyynTtal év capkl Kal TAdYH TWpogEeKVVOUY TO 
\ a 
fn TaTpi, @oTe Kal TaUTOV TeTAAVHCOaL TaVYTAaS TODS 
, fal A \ 9 ‘ ¢-e 
T POTKEKVYNKOTAS TO ONmLoupY@, Kal émupéeper ye 6 Hpa- 
/ v4 > U n U \ > Lal bd > / 

Kréwv, OTe EAATpEYON TH KTICEl, Kal OU TH KaT adn OELay CF Rom. 

i, 25. 


Jo. iv. 24. 


11 éxacrov] éxdorwr. 


24. arpevovras] The ms. read- 
ing is probably due to the following 
arpevorTes. 

22.2. 6 év aid kal of adv aire éd- 
Oévres] These may be naturally iden- 
tified with the xowds rod rAnpwmaros 
kaprods and the 70 Ady projected by 
him and Sophia: and, in the account 
given by Irenaeus, with the Soter and 
his angels. Cf, also Exc. ex Theod. 


§ 44, rods 5¢ dppevas dyyéXous Tos ov 
air@ éxmeupOévras. And see also 
Frag. 40, of ris ofkovopulas dyyedor. 

15. ‘yovuevos] We may perhaps 
accept Huet’s suggestion ‘scribas 
Sin-youpevos.’ 

19. xrice] Heracleon probably 
refers to the second interpretation 
given in Frag. 20, which is no doubt 
founded on Rom. i, 25, 


Jo. i. 3. 


Jo. iv. 23, 


Le. xix. 10, 


Cf. Ez. 


xxxiv. 16. 


Cf. Le. xv. 


4, 11. 
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KTICTH, 09 €oTLl XplaTos, et ye TIANTA Al ayTOY EfeNeEToO, 20 
KAl YWPic ayTOY EreNeTO OYAEN. 


23. Ibid. xiii. 20 (R. tv. 229; L. 1. 33). 


Kai rap 6 matHp ToloyTOYC ZHTEl TOYC TIPOCKYNOYNTAC AYTON" 
ei ZHTEl 6 TIATHP, dtd TOD viod zHTEI, TOD EAnAVOOTOS ZHTAcAI 
Kal C@cal TO ATOAWADC, ovaTiVas KaSaipwv Kai TaWelwrV TO 

al c / / ? \ 
oy Kal Tois vytéor Soypact, KaTacKevatler adnOwovs mpoc- 
xuvntas. *AmorXwrévae Oé dnow 6 ‘Hpaxréov év TH Ba- 5 

4 ¢/ A / \ > na Aa \ 6 

Oeia try THs wAdYNS TO OlKElov TO TaTpl, brep 

a c ¢ A > / a 

ZHTEITAl (va 6 TATHP VIO TOV OLKELWY TIPOCKYNATAL 

>] \ m4 c.f \ \ a ] , tal / / 
ei ev ovv Epa TOV Tepl THS aTwAEas THY TPOBAaTwY Aoyor, 
Kal Tov atroTrecdvTOS THY TOD TraTpOS ViOD, Kav aTredeEdpeDa 
avroo thy Sinynow. érret 5é wuOotrotodvTEs Of ATO THS YyvO- 10 
uns avtod ovK od 6 Ti moTEe Tpavas TaptoTaot Tepl THS 
aToNMAvLas TrevpaTtiKhHs Pvaews, ovdev cages bida- 
CKOVTES NaS TEPL TOY TPOTHS ATWXAELAS AUTHS Ypovav 
BN REx = Oe \ A bu € a \ / 5 \ 
) aldvwv' ovde yap Tpavody SivavTat EavTa@y TOV hoyov. Sid 
TovUTO avTovs EéxovTes TapaTreurapope0a, ToTODTOY étraTropn- 15 
oavTes. 


o 


4 ddnOwors] adnOods Tovs. 9 viod] vin. Cod. Bodleianus habet in 


margine taxa viod, sed in txt. habet viov. 


must refer to the same, the tertiary 
predicate (contained in dO. rods 


20. Xpicrds] In the Excerpta ex 
Theod. § 45, the section describing 
the creative work of the Soter, efs mpocox.) would be very awkward. 
ovclay ayayey atta te kal [Ta] Tips 5. dmrodwdéva] There is of course 
Sevrépas Siadécews, is similarly closed no necessary reference here to a 
with the words rdvra &’ airod x.r.4. commentary of Heracleon’s on §. 

23. 4. d\n@wods] Thiscorrectionin Luke, though we know from Clement 


Cod. Venetus restores the grammar 
of the sentence; otocrwas kadaipwr 
can of course be separated off as a 
complete relative sentence, but as ofc- 
Twas, Td drodwdds, and mpocKuryTas 


that he commented on some part of 
it (see Frag. 50; Clem. Al. Strom. iv. 
9. 73). Here however he only ap- 
pears to have explained Luke xix. 10 
in illustration of 8. John’s words, 


CE — a a 


ae 


- 


a tll i i i i 
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24. Ibid. xiii, 25 (R. rv. 234; L. 1. 48). 


















> / , a 
Kis pevros ye ro TineYma 6 Gedc 6 ‘Hpakréwv dyoip Io. iv. 24. 
” 
“Axpavtos yap xcat Kkabapa Kal adpartos 4 Oeia di- 
> a 5 75 Se > 25/5 a rs ; ‘ 
ots avTov. ovk olda dé ei edidakev Huds, TadTa érevrror, 
™@s 0 Gedc TINEYMA €oTL. TO SE TOYC TIPOCKYNOYNTAC EN TINEY- 

U a a 

MATI KAl AAHOEIA A€l TIPOCKYNEIN cadnvifey vopitorv, dynoiv 
? a 
A€iws Tod mpocKkvvovpévov TrvevpaTiKas ov capKi- 
a i ‘ \ ’ \ a ’ A Ud v A \ 
ee 2472p avrol ris avri}s pucews OVTES TO TaTpl 
= an ‘ 
TINEYMA e€loiv, olTLves KaTa arnOeLav Kat ov KaTa 

/ Le} \ + © 3 / / 
TAAVHY TooTKVVOVGL, Ka0a Kal 6 aTOaTONOS SLbacKeEL 
Réyov AOPIKHN AATPEIAN THY TOLavTHnY OEeocéBeLar. 
éqr / be >. \ 1) b ‘\ BJ \ e / a 

taTnowpev dé eb pur) ohodpa eativ doeBes bpoovaious TH 
> 
ayevnt@ pvoet Kal Trappaxapia déyew elvat Tols TpooKu- 
voovtas év Tvevpatt TH Oe@d, ods pd Bpayéos eimev adros 
€ $ ~ a 
(0 ‘Hpakdéwv éxteTtw@Kotas, THvy Lapapettiv éyov 
“‘MTvevpatikyns pvoews ovoav ExmeTropvevKéval. GAN 
’ ¢ lal e an / ¢, lal \ ¢e / 
ovy opa@cw [ot Tav’Ta éyovtes,] Ste [wav TO opoovcuor] 
Kal TOY avTay SexTixov. et 5é €déEaTO TO TOpVEdoaL 1) TEU- 
patikyn pvats, opoovotos ovca [TS ayevvynTo|, avooia Kal abea 

> A 3 A a“ ‘ A > ’ \ \ n ION 

kal aoeBn dkodrovbet TO NOyo TO KaT avTOvSs Tept Beod* ovdE 
ot a AO t bd > t 
havraciwOjvas axivduvov éotw addndo1s. 


2 4] Kal. 11 dpoovatovs] dpuoovctor. 16 of raira Aéyorres] om. 
lac. 13 circa litterarum relicta: Codex Bodleianus in margine oi raira Xé- 
“yovTes. mav Td dpoovc.ov] mavTos, post hoc verbum relinquitur lacuna (12 
circa litt.) in Codice. Cod. Bodl. in margine tows rdv évaytiwv. 18 divois] 
pvoes. T@ dryevv7Tw] om. lacuna (12 litt.) relicta: Cod. Bodl. in mar- 
gine T@ dyevvjry. 20 ddAjdots] aAAHAovs. 









24.2. % Oela] There being no 
article in his exemplar the scribe of 
Cod. Venetus removed the difficulty 
by altering the last xa into 7. 

10. doyiKhv Aarpeiay] Correspond- 
ing to their nature. Cf. cal yap avrol 
Tis adris picews dvres, and Frag. 45 
Thy Tav aylwy Noyikay ovclav. 

16. oi raidra Néyovres] Some such 


nominative is required and the mar- 
ginal conjecture in Cod. Bodleianus 
fulfils the required conditions. 

wav Td opoovctov] On this con- 
jecture see Additional Note C. 

18. re dvyevyirw] A conjecture pro- 
bably derived from Ferrarius, which 
admirably suits the requirements of 
the passage. 


Jo. iv. 26. 


Jo. iv. 27. 
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25. Ibid. xiii. 27 (R. 1v. 237; L. m1. 49). 


oe s \ we 
"Opa &é Kai tov “Hpakréwva ti pynoiv’ dréyer yap OF 
/ a. 
IIlpocedéxyeto 7 éxxAnola Tov Xptoroy, Kal éwéTwELT 
mept avtov OTL TA TaVTA MOVOS ExEivos ETWioTAaTAL. 


















26. Ibid. xiii. 28 (R. Iv. 238; L. 1. 51). 


Kail 6 ‘Hpaxréwv 5€ not pds TO’ Era eimi, 6 AAA@N CO! 
ore Eiqrep érémetoto 7) Sapapeitis wept Tod Xpiorod, 
os dpa éXOov TavtTa amayyeret avtH, dnot Vivacke 
dT éxelvos Ov TpogboKas, éy@ cit 0 ANAAGY Got Kab 
(v4 ¢€ / id \ \ / > . 7 
OTE WLONOYHTEV EaUTOV TOV TpoTdbOoKMmEVOY EANHAU- 
Oévat, “HAN, hyolv, oi MAOHTAI TPOC ayYTON, Oe OVS 
éEAnrAvOes eis THY Sapaperav. Tas Sé dia Tos pabnTas 
> 10 > \ S is a \ t > Al 
eAXnAvGeL ELS THY UAWapElav, OLTWES KAL TPOTEpOV avT@ 
CUVNoAaD ; — | 


1 co] post co relinquitur lacuna (4 vel 5 litt.). 


27. Ibid. xiii. 30 (R. 1v. 241; L. 11. 56). 


‘O 8 “Hpaxréwv THN ¥Apian THY SexteKnv CwHs varo- 
NapBaver civat Siabecwy Kai évvoray kai THS SuvapEews © 
THS Tapa TOV LwrTHpos, HvTLva KaTarEiToOVGa, Hot, 
Tap avT@, TovTécTLy éyouca Tapa TO LorTHpe TO 
TOLOVTOV aKEvOS, Ev ® EANAVOEL NaBeEty TO Cdv Vdap,. 


4 mapa] repli. 


25.2. 9 éxkAyola] i.e. ol rvevwarixot. to the latter word. It must mean 
Cf. Excerpta ex Theod. § 41, thought, conception, or the like, not 

27. 2. xail] The xat before 77s power of thinking or conceiving the — 
dwduews is probably right. The  d%vamus. Below (1. 18) Ferrarius re- 
vdpla is the didfeors and évvoca which fuses to take ri @vvoway rhs Suva 
is dexrixh THs fwHs kal ris Suvduews. pews together. Probably we should 
Hilgenfeld’s omission of the xal, there read, as here, cal @vvovay Kal 
which makes duvduews dependent on ras Suvdpews. 
évvowa, gives an unnatural meaning 
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mbar pepev els TOV nog Ov evaryyeriowevn 7H KX- 

oe THY Aprorod 7a povalar. Sud yap ToD TY EV MATOS 

Kal vmod TOD VEU MATOS mpoodyeTat n ux? TO Lo- 

THPt. Karavénoov 57, e¢ SdvaTas émawvoupevn Tuy ave ” 

> VSpla avtn mavrn dbueptvny AdAke yap, gnot, THN Yapian Jo. iv. 28. 
“ayTAc H TYNH ov yap TpocKetat OTL AdAKEN avTIY Tapa TO 
Leoripr. mas oé kal ove atidavov Kkatareimoveav avtiyv 

THY SeKTLKNY THS fais dvabecuv, kat Tay évvotav THs 
Ouvdpews THS Tapa TOD YwrHpos, Kal TO cKedos év 

0 eAgru Ger haBetv TO Cav UVdwp, amedyrvOévar eis Tov 
‘KOTpov Yapis TOUT@Y, evayyenicacbar TH KANTEL THY 
Xpeoroi mapovotay; mos 5€ Kal 1 MEU par Ley pera 
‘TotovTovs AOyous ov TéTEecTar capas Tepl Tod Xpicrod, 

‘GNX dnot MH T1 oytdc écTIN 6 Xpictdc; Kal To "EZAAOON Jo. iv. 29, 
O€ EK TAC TdAEWC Sinyjoato avtl ToD "EK THs TpoTépas = 
avTav avactpodys, ovoNS KOTMLKHS' Kal pyxovTo 
Ota THS Tictews, dyol, Tpds TOV YworTHpa. Rextéov 
8é mpos avrov' mas péver Tap avtois Tas Axo Himepac ; ov 
4p TETHPNKEV O mporapeDéuela mucis rept TOD év TH Tore 
5 avToOv avayeypadOat MeMENHKENAl Tas AYO HMépac. 


19 pH Te ofrés] LA) TOLOUTOS. 
25 dvayeypdp0a] Cod. Bodleianus in margine rdxa elzrer pi. 


28. Ibid. xiii. 32 (R. Iv. 242; L. 11 60). 


“O dé ‘Hpaxréov dynolv ot "EBovXovto Kowvwveiv 


avut@ é& dv ayopa tTo Ths > / f 
. ( yopacavTes ato THS Yapmapelas KeKopi- 


6. kdjows] Cf. Excerpta ex Theod, 24. A negative is obviously ne- 
§ 58, 7d KAnrdv...7d éx THs olxovo-  cessary: cf. Orig. Comm. in Joann. 
plas To Wuxixdv and the words rpoo- xiii. 29. We can either place uy 
dyerar % Wvx%4 Which occurs in this before dvayeypdpOar with the margin 
passage (1. 8). The woman herself of the Bodleian, or before év rj 1éAe. 
was a representation of the éxXoy%. 28.1. The general sense of the frag- 
21. Kocuxjs] Cf. Frag. 17 (the ment is recoverable, but it is hope- 
account of the woman’s former life), lessly corrupt. The third sentence 
koopukh yap mv, and Frag. 20, where may possibly have run més 6é, olwar, 
the xécuos is the kingdom of the dia- of wabnral ra adrad Exew RéyovTar. 
: BoXos. Heracleon seems alsotohave And in line 8 it would be natural to 
used the word as almost equivalent alter rorof into édalov, for we can 
to ‘humanity,’ see Frag. 8. hardly justify it on the strength of 


6—2 
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keaav. tadve dnoly iva twa*** ai wévte pwpal trapOévor 
Cf. Matt. *** dard Tod vupdiov. mas 5é oipar* ** ra avta éxew * ** 
ia Néyovtar** rais amoxrevcbecicars popais tapbévois, aEvov | 
idely KatTnyoplav Tepiéxovta Tév waOnTav Tois avTots KoLWw- 
pévov Tais pwpats mapbévois. eats 5é Kal avTo dvdpoov TOD 
howtos tpos Tpopyy, kal ToD ToToD mpos TA Bpopara. * * * * 
**gavras aitidcacOar tHv éxdoynv, Kaimep Kata TL duva- 
pevov cahh toijoas Tov Adyov éxphv adtov Sid Trevover | 
Tapapvlnoacbar, KatacKevalovta Thy idlav éxdoxyny. 





3 post wad lacuna (6 circa litt.), post rap0évo. lacuna (45). 4 post 
otua lacuna (8). post éyew lacuna (6). 5 post Aéyovrat lacuna (10). 
8 post Bpduara lacuna (19). 9 xaltep] xelrrep. xardé] ins. intra lineas. — 


29. Ibid. xiii. 34 (R. tv. 245; L. 11. 65). 


Jo. iv. 82. "Era Bpddcin Ey charein, HN YMEIC OYK OIAATE...... .. OUOED 
dé els THv NéEw ettrev 0 ‘Hpaxréor. 


30. Lhd. xiii. 35 (R. Iv. 245; L. 11. 65). 


Jo. iv. 33. "EAErON OYN Of MAOHTAI TIPOc AAAHAOYC MH Tic HNEPKEN aYT@ 
a bi \ n ¢€ / n , ¢€ 

arein; €¢ Kal GapKiKds vToAapBaver TadTa réyerOat O 
‘Hpakréwv td tav pabntay, wos ETL TaTELVOTEpoOV OLa- — 
VOOUBLEVMY Kal THY LapapetTiv pipovpévav Aéyovcay — 

Jo. iv. 11. OYtTe ANTAHMA Eyelc, Kal TO hpéap EcTi Baby’ a&sov nuas 5 
IQA D , , n e , 1 @ 

ideiv, un ToTe BrétrovTés TL OevoTepov of palntai hact mpos 
addrnrouvs Mu Tic HNErPKEN ayT darein; Taya yap Uevoouy — 
ayyenikny Tia Svvapww évnvoyévar avT@ hayeiv. 


31. Ibid. xiii. 38 (R. tv. 248; L. 11. 70). 


Jo. iv, 34, ‘O &é “Hpaxréwv S1a Tod Emon Bpddma Ectin fNa Troricw TO 
QEAHMA TOY TIEMYANTOC Me hyol SinyetoOar Tov Ywrnpa 
Tois waOnrats, OTe TOUTO O auvetyres mEeTA THS YUVAL- 
mwérns A¥xXvos, and to fill up part of small patches in large rents are la- 


the gaps by reading xarnyopycaytas, bour wasted. 
and in 1,9 xalro. ye for xairep. But 
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40s, Bpdpma iStoy Aéywv TO OEAHMA TOD TaTpds* TODTO 


5yap avtTod Tpod? Kal dvamavors Kal Sdvapcs Fp. 


0€- 


\ 
AHMA O€ TaTpos édeyey elvat TO yvOvat avOpwTous TOV 
/ lal lal lal n 
TATEpa, Kat TwWOHVAL, OTEp HY Epyov TOD LwTHpos Tod 
, 
EVEKA TOVTOV ATETTAAMEVOV ELS YapLapelav, TOVTEGTLY 


els TOV Roa por. 


Bpepa ovv avro epethane tov Incod Kal 


o Ty mera THS matapetTibos aventnow, o7ep vopiten capes 
TavTi T@ Opacbat Kal Tareas eSerhn par Kal BeBracpévers. 
mas 5€ TP op ToD LwrTHpos TO BEAHMA TOD TaTpos, Tapes ov 
mapéotncev’ Tes 5é Kal avaTravats TO BEAHMA TOD TaTpOS ; 
Réyer yap 0 Kupuwos adraxod, ds ov TavtTds Tod TaTpiKod 


(5 OeAnpatos avatavaews avTov dvTos, Tlatep, ei AYNATON, Mt. xxvi. 


TIAPEAGAT@ TO TIOTHPION ATT EMOY TIAFN OY Ti éra@ OéA@, AAAA TI hd 
cy. moGev dé kal ott S¥vapts TOD YwoTHpos TO OEAHMA TOD 


Geod ; 


9 av’ro] ad’rov. 
in margine rdxa 70 kai mapéAxeu. 


Cod. Bodl. in margine rdxa adrd. 


kat] Cod. Bodl. 


10 ris] rip. 17 av] col. 


32. Lhd. xiii. 41 (R, tv. 251; L. 11. 79). 


Kai 0 ‘Hpaxréwv pévtouye omotiws tots modXois emt THs 


rE ” \ 7 223 N > ’ a) 
éEews EMELVE, 7) OLOMEVOS AUTHV avayeoUal. 


gyno your ort 


tal U 8 
Tov Tov yevynpatov Aévet Oeproporv, WS TOUTOU meV ETL 
/ yy a an ® 

Simplav éyovtos TeTpauNvor, TOD Oé Oeptamod,ov avTos 

y” ” > a A \ \ \ ay ks BO of 
5 EXeveV, HON EVETTATOS Kal TOV Oepta por é OVK O10 bTrwS 
> \ el lal > U A / v4 
emt THS Wuyns eEernhe TOV TioTEVOVYTa@D, AEyov OTL 
” bi n ~~ -o / 3 \ \ \ ? 
Hdy adxpaiot Kai EtoLpol ciot Tpos Oeptopov Kai éTL- 


3 rdv] To. 


31.6. 7d yvac x.7.d.] Cp. Hipp. 
Refut. vi. 36. As the d&dpAwois of 
the Hebdomad was effected by im- 
_ parting to the Demiurge the know- 
ledge of the Father, so it is natural 
that the didpAwois rv évOdde should 
be accomplished by analogous means. 

9. avrd] The marginal sugges- 
tion of the Bodleian seems on the 
whole to be the best reading; it 
restores consistency to the passage. 


yevy natu | yevnuarwv. 


Origen complains first of the inter- 
pretation of 7d 0éAnmwa as Bowyua Kal 
Tiv...cugnrnow, then as rpod7, then 
as dvdamavors, and lastly as divas. 

15. mdrep] The omission of pov 
and éo7i is found in other authorities, 
especially among the Valentinians. 
But this position of dm’ éuod is not 
found elsewhere, nor is the ri sup- 
ported by other authority. See Tis- 
chendorf in loc. 


ov, at é wedAovery, ai dé ErtomeEipovtar Hon. TadTa 


Jo. iv. 35. 


Jo. iv. 37, 
38. 


Mt. ix. 37. 


F y * a a 
a0évtt amd TaV Xpdvav Tod evayyEedLKOD KNPU’YpATOS ; 
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THOELOL TPOS TO TUVAYXOHVAaL cis aATOONKHY, TOUTETTL 
7 

dud miotews eis avaTavowy, boat ye ETOLMOoL, Ov yap 

TATAL' al Mev yap On EtoLwot Hoar, dyno, ai Sé Ewer- 


wey ovv éxeivos eitrev. mas 5é of pabntal émaipontec Toye 
OpOadrmoye Svvavtas Brérrew Tas Wuyas 75n éreTndelous o 
gas pos TO, ws oleTat, cis aTOOHKHY eicayOHvat, OUK 
oida et SUvatat Tapactioa. Kal ére ye Tas éml Tov Wuyov 
adnGes To "AAKOC O CTIEIPOON, Kal AAAOC 6 BEPIZWN Kab ATIECTEIAd | 
YMAC OEPIZEIN O OYY YMEIC KEKOTTIAKATE ; TUVA Oé TPdTOV TO ”AAAOI 
KEKOTIIAKACI KAl YMEIC €iC TON KOTION AYTON EiCEAHAYOaTe OuvaTov 
éote TapadéEac Oat eri THs Wuyns ; 


16 6 Oepigeuv] Oepigwr. 


33. Ibid. xiii. 44 (R. 1v. 255; L. . 85). 


a \ 
Kai é€pet ye o ‘Hpaxdéwv, taya bé TovT@ Kata THV 
\ 
exdoyny tavTnv cupmepipepomevos Tis Kal exKANTLATTLKOS, 
Lal c c ‘ > . , 
67. T® kata TO ‘O Oepicmdc TOAyYc, O1 A€é épratal GAirol 
a a \ 
TNMALVOMEVM Omolws TaUTA ElpHnTal, TO ETOLMoUS TPOS 
Oepicpov Kat émutndetous mpos TO Hon cuvaxOnvars 
els THY atroOnkny Sia THS TloTEews Eis aVadTaVOoLW 
7 
elval, Kal ém@uTndelous TPOS TwMTHpilav Kal TAapacoynv 
a t \ \ a E : , \ \ \ 
TOU NOYou: KaTa pev TOY Hpaxréwva d1a THY KATATKEUHY 
2 OA \ \ t L . OA tN eS \ , 
avToVv Kal THY PYaLY' KATA O€ TOV ExKANCLaCTLKOV Sta TWA 
n fa / 
EUTPETLOMLOV TOV NYE“ovLKOD, ETOiMoU pds TEAELwWaLD, Va Kal 
OepicOh. Rextéov ovv pds Tovs oTws éxdeEapévous, et Bov- 
Aovtat TapadéEac Oar un Tore yeyovévar TPO THS TOD VwTAPOS — 
nav émidnuias Ocpispov TapaTAncwov TO oUTws av édal- 


32. 10. ai 2] The repetition of ai dé 33. 5. émurndelous] Cf. Excerptaex — 
offended the ear of the scribe of Cod. Theodoto, § 46, kai rots odpact kara 
Venetus, so that he substituted cal iow émirndetornra éveroincev, which 
ai ev for the second ai dé. But the also illustrates dud tiv xarackevny... 
reading of his exemplar is right. kal ray pbow. 






















2 voulfer] voutfew. 


35. 


34. 7. Delarue’s emendation 7 dri 
is by no means ‘ absque causa’ (see 
Lommatzsch). Whence Huet derived 
6 I do not know. It is the reading 
of no ms. and suits neither grammar 
_ nor sense. We must assume that a 
corruption of oT! to ON led to the 
omission of the 7. 

35.3. 76] Cod. Venetus has altered 
Hn to ely, but the original reading 
is preferable. Different kinds or 
classes of seeds are not insisted upon, 
nor do they, so far as we know, form 
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34. Ibid. xiii. 46 (R. rv. 256; L. 11. 87). 


“O dé “Hpakréwv 76 “O Gepizwn micOON AamBAnel etpHjaOa Jo. iv. 36. 
—vopiter, “Eaei Oeptory éaurov réyer, hyo, 6 Lwrnp, 
Kai Tov pioOov Tov Kupiou nyo vrorauBaver eivar Ti)V 
TOV OeptComéevwv cwtynplav Kai aTokatdotaciy TO 
savaTaverOat avtov ém avTois’ TO Sé Kal CYNArEl KAPTION 
€IC ZWHN AIDNION hyolv cipnoOa, ) STL TO TUVAaYdpeEvoY 
kapmos $wns aiwviou éotiv, ) bt Kal avTo Cw? aio- 
ytos. GAXA avTobev vouifw Biatov eivar tiv Sinynow avTod, 
_ packovtos Tov LwTHpa MICOON AamBAneEIN, Kal cuvyéovTos TOV 
}MICOON Kal THY CYNAPwrHN TOY Kaptioy els &y, dvTiKpus THs 
-ypadis Sv0 tTpaypata Trapiotaons, bs Tpodunynoapucba. 


74 bre] ov. 


Ibid. xiii, 48 (R. tv. 260; L. 11. 95). 


¢ \c f c ' c a ' ect 

O dé “Hpakdéwv To “Ina 6 creipwON OMOY YAIPH Kal 6 OepI- 
ivf Py , a >. / \ \ \ e / 

Z@N OVTM Oinynoato’ Xaiper pév yap, dynciv, 0 oTeipwv 

OTL Orel pel, Kal OTL OH TLVA TOY OTEPMaTwY avTOU 

; Lis a 

guvayetat, édhtida éxwov THY avTHnY Kal wept TOV 

lal e 
SAotTa@v’ o dé Gepifwy opoiws Tt Kal Oepicers. 
\ wv . . 
pev mp@tos ynp~Eato omeipwr, 6 Sevtepos Oepifar. 


aX oO 


> \ a a 
ov yap év T@® avT@ édvvavTo audoTepor ap~acbar’ 
~ oh 4 \ a fa 
€det yap wp@Tov otaphvat, elO taotepov OepicOnvar. 
/ a 
TAVCAMEVOV MEVTOLYE TOU OTELPOVTOS oTELpELY, ETL 


part of the Heracleonic doctrine. 
The sowing of this vids dv@pwrov, 
whoever he was, must refer to the 
sowing by a higher power of the 
pneumatic seeds in the creatures of 
the Demiurge, and the mvevyarixol are 
not divided into different classes, so 
far as is known. The 7éy is also 
forcible. He rejoices in that he is 
already gathering in the earnest of 
the rest. For a similar confusion 
of » and e« in Cod. Venetus, cf. Frag. 
20, ws Adee muri for ws nbn mioTHy. 


Jo. iv. 36. 


Jo. iv. 37. 


Jo. iv. 36. 
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Oepuet 6 0 Oepifor. éml wévTou TOU TapovTos duporepow 
TO tdtov epyov evepyoduTes Omov Xaipovat, Kolvae 
Yapav THY TOV GTEPMLATMOY TENELOTHTA YOU mEevoL, 
éru 8é kal eis TO °EN ToYT@ EcTIN 6 AdTOC AAHOINGC, OT! AAAOC 
ECTIN 6 CTTEIPAON, Kal AAAOC 6 BEPIZHN Pyciv ‘O wév yap UTep 
TOv TOTO Vids GVOpaTOV oTeiper’ 6 SE LwTHp OY Kal 
autos vids avOpoemov OepiCer, Kal Oeptotras wépret 
tods 4a TOV paOnTav voovpévous ayyénrous, ExagTOV 
érl tv éavtod wuynv' od mavu S& capds é£éBeTo Tovs 
Svo viols Tod avOpwTou, Tives eicly, dv 6 els cTeipel Kal oO els 


Oepizel. 
10 él] érei. 


36. Ibid. xiii. 49 (R. Iv. 263; L. 11. 99). 


Bi 88 &ytoe dyyedoi eiow of Tas Nowrds pepidas Tapa THY 
exAEKTHY EiANXOTES Kal emrl THS SvacTopas TeV Yruy@v TETa- 
yévol, OVSEV EGTLY ATOTTOV TON CTIEIPONTA OMOY YAIPEIN Kal TON 
BepIZONTA peTa TOV Oepicpov. 
Ov 80 adtav, ov8é am avtav éordpyn TadTa Ta oTép- 5 
pata, dnol &&é tadv adroorédwr, of Sé KekoTIaKkdTEC 


5 ob 80 abrév] ob 5€ abrav. 


15,16, AsOrigen says,the two ‘sons 
of man’ are not clearly explained. 
Probably they answer to the two beings 
whose temporary union in Jesus of 
Nazareth Irenaeus criticises so strong- 
ly. The ‘Son of man’ who is dzép 
Tov témov may be identified with 
Sophia’s husband: or the two ‘sons’ 
may be the Christ whose flight So- 
phia mourned, and the Jesus whom 
the Christ entreated the Father to 
send to her, diopAwoa Ta rdOn adrijs, 
and who became her ovfvyos. The 
last will suit best the interpreta- 
tion of 6 & alam kal of oy atte 
éOdvres (Frag. 22). But the data 
are insufficient, and such identifica- 
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15 vids] vidv. 


6 © ‘Hpaxréov dynoly ott 


tion must be pure conjecture. For = 
rémos cf, Frag. 40. It must be the 
Toros pecéryros Or éBdouds whichis 
described by Hippolytus as troxdrw — 
Tys oydodd0s where Sophia and her 
avfuyos dwell. For the sowing com- 
pare Hippolytus iat eos vi. 34. , 
17,18. &kacrov éml rnv éavrod wx] 
Cf. Excerpta ex Theod. § 64, ra mvev- 
parika...Kouivoueva kal ara Tovs vup- 
plous tods dyyédous éauray els Tov 
vuppuva évTos TOO pou eiclacw. ux 
is here probably used in its wider — 
sense. See also Irenaeus 1. vii. 1, 
vipupas drodo0jcecOa Tots mepl Tov 
Lwripa ayyéros. 
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> \ e fe] = on / bd 
ELOLY OL THS OLKOVOpMLAS aYYENOL, 


> , \ b] , 
€omapn Kal aveTpagy. 


, 
eis 5€ TO 


HERACLEON. 89 


dL &OV WS MECITON Cf.Gal. iii. 


c a > ‘ ! 19. 
YMeic €IC TON KOTION Jo, iy. 38. 


AYTON eiceAHAYOaTe TadTa e&éOeTo: OU yap 6 autos KOTOS 

U 
1ogmetpovtTav Kal OeprlovtTwy’ of mév yap év Kpvet Kal 
bSate kal Kom THY YRY TKaTTOYTES TTElpoVeL, Kal 
> LG A a / \ \ 
de’ OAov YEeLw@vos THMENOVTL GKaAXOVTES Kal TAS 
UrAas exrNévyorvTes of Sé Els ETOLMOV KapT OV cEiTENOOVTES 


Oépous evppatvopevoe OepiCovorr. 


éFeotay dé cuvyxpi- 


/ € ’ ¢ a ? / an 3? / \ \ ¢ ‘ 
15 VOYTL TaDE UP Nudv eipnuéva TH evTvyyavovTe Kal Ta vTr0 
Tod ‘Hpaxdéwvos, opav orroia tév Siunynoewy émutetedy Oar 


dvvaTat. 
7 of] 6. 


9 Komos] oKorros. 


37. Ibid. xiii. 50 (R. 1v. 263; L. 1. 101). 


‘O dé ‘Hpaxréwv 76 pév Ek tAc TdéAewc avi tod Ex Tod 
Koapou é&eiknde’ TO Oé AIA TON AOFON TAC FYNAiKOC ToUT- 


€oTL OLA THS TWvevpmaTiKys éexkrAHG Las. 


\ 
Kal émLonuai- 


veTal ye TO TIOAAD! Ws TOAAGDY OvT@Y WuyLK@Y’ TV Oe 
/ , \ ” n P] A / \ 
5 lav rNeyee THY APOapTov THs ExrXOYHS Prvawy, Kal “ovo- 


lal \ e , 
€l0, KL EveKny. 
7 \ na 
nV, TPOS TAUTA. 

1 70] rots. 


36. 7. of ris olkovomias dyyedor] 
Compare the 70 Aéya projected by 
Sophia and her cv¢vyos. 

7,8. dv av ws weoirav éomdpy] There 
is a very close parallel to this in 
Excerpta ex Theod. § 53, érxev...bmd 
THs coplas évorrapév 7b orépwa TO Tvev- 
parixov els Thy Wuxhv, Svarayels, pn- 
al, bv dyyédwv év xeupl wecirov...dv’ dy- 
yédwv oly TwV appévwy Ta orépmara 
vmnperetrat Ta eis yéverw mpoBrnberta. 
For d:arayels Heinrici proposes éa- 
tayév (Die Val. Gn. p. 118), but we 
may regard it as a quotation. 

9. «émos] The description which 
follows is of the method, not the aim 
of the work: cxords therefore would 
not give the required sense. 

12. rnuedovo.] The reading of 


7 na ¢ @? 
éaTnmev O€ ev Tols avwTEpw, WS OtoV TE 


6 oldv Te] ovovra. 


Cod. Monacensis rn wé\ovow may ac- 
count for Huet’s ry péddover (ad 
marg. tnuedo0er) which Delarue, fol- 
lowing his general custom, attributes 
to Codex Regius. 

37. 2. é&eihnde] The following 
double constructions are found with 
éxAapBavew: (1) accusative followed 
by émi with the genitive, rov Oepioudr 
éml ris Puxis e£el\nghe Tay micTevdv Tw 
(Fr. 32), (2) accusative followed by 
dv7l Tov or rouvréor: as in this frag- 
ment, (3) accusative or quoted nomi- 
native followed by accusative, é£et- 
Ange wavta Tov Kbopmov x.T.r. (Fr. 1), 
ef. also Fr, 47. 

4. mondol] Cf. Excerpta ex Theod. 
§ 56, od} modXol dé of WuxiKol, omdveor 
dé of mvevuartixol, 


Jo. iv. 39. 


Jo. iv. 40, 


Mt. xxviii. 
20. 


Eph. ii. 7. 


Gal. ii. 20. 
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38. Ibid. xiii. 51 (R. tv. 265; L. 1. 108). 


‘O &€ ‘Hpaxréwv eis todvs torovs tadta dyno, Map 
AYTOIC €wetve Kal ovUK év avTots’ Kal AYO HMEpac, TOL 
TOV €VETTOTA ALOVa, Kal TOV WéXKROVTA TOV eV YaLg, 
7) TOV TPO TOD TAODOUS aUTOD YpovoY, Kal TOV ETA TO 
mwa0os, Ov map avTots ToLncas, TOAAD TrEiovas Sia 
Tod idiov Aoyou éemiaTtpé Was eis TiatLv, éxapicOy 
amv avTav. RAextéov 5é mpds THY SoKodcay avTod TapaTn- 
pnow, OTe Tap aYTOIC Kal ovK év avTols yéypaTTal, OTL 
dmotov TO Tap ayToic éatl Td "lAoy, éra& MEO YMO@N EiMI TIACAC 
Tac HMEpac* ov yap eizmev Ev viv eius. ete dé Aéyov Tas AYO 
HMEPAC TOL TOUTOV TOV ALOVa ElVaL Kal TOV MEAXOITA, 
) TOV Tpo TOD TAaOOUS Kal TOV META TO TAOS, OTE TOS 
ETTEPYOMENOYC AIDNAC pEeTa TOY MéANOVTA VEvONnKEV, TEPL OV 
dynoiv 0 amoaTonos “INA ENAEIZHTAI EN TOIC Ai@cI ToIC éTTEpyo- 
MENOIC’ oUTE Opa OTL ov povov II pod Tod madous Kal Meta 
TO 7Ta00¢5 aUvEaTeL Tools Epyouevors Mpos avTOv 6 “Inaods, 
GXAa Kal peta TOUTO Ov yapiteTar. del yap meTa TOV 
pabntrav ¢ott, pndeT@ToTe KaTarelTwVv avTovs, WoTE Kal 
Néyewv avTous Za d€ OYKETI Era, ZH AE EN mol Xpictdc. 


5 by] o. 12 rov wera TO wdO0s] OM. Tor. 13 pédd\ovra] médXov. 
17 dAdd] om. ov] om. 
38. 15, 16. Kal pwerd ro mdOos] dei pera Trav pabynrwv éorty. 


The adda, which is absent from 
both Cod. Monacensis and Cod. Ve- 
netus, but has been independently 
inserted before these words by each 
of their descendants Regius and Bod- 
leianus, has been accepted by the 
editors, including Hilgenfeld. But 
though after od uédvov an adda is re- 
quired, this is not the right place 
forit. Heracleon has admitted that 
Christ is with them mpo rot mafous 
and pera To md0os also, but has not 
seen that even after this there has 
been no xwpicuds, for (Origen says) 


dda must therefore be inserted be- 
fore xal pera rovro. Hilgenfeld’s 
insertion of ov before ywpifera is 
of course necessary, unless indeed 
we can regard the words peta Tovro 
xwplfera as a continuation of the 
quotation of Heracleon’s words, and 
so negatived by the od povov, but the 


_ sentence would then be very awk- 


ward. This is not the only instance 
where a negative has probably drop- 
ped out. Cf. [uy] & ry wore (Frag. 
27). 
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39. Ibid. xiii. 52 (R. Iv. 267; L. 11. 108). 


“Hpaxréwv dé amdovotepoy éxraBov to OyKéti Ald THN 

' ' \ , \ l . \ \ 

CHN AdAIAN TricCTeYomen hyoi Aetmery TO wovnv’ ETL pEeVv yap 

mpos Td AYTOI FAP AKHKGAMEN, Kal OIAAMEN OTI OYTOC ECTIN 6 

Da@tHp Toy Kdcmoy dyciv Of ydp dvOpwror TO wev TPaTOV 
¢ \ > , € / / a lal 

UToO avOpwrav odnyovpevot TLaTEVOVTL TO YorTHpt, 
nn 6 ’ , 

émav oé€ évt’ywat TOls AOYOLS aUTOD, OUTOL OVKETL 

Sid povnv avOpwrivnv paptupiay, adda Se avtTny THY 

arnGetav Tia TEevovcwy. 


40. Ibid. xiii. 59 (RK. Iv. 274; L. m1. 123). 


“EHovxe S€ BaciAikOn 6 ‘Hpaxréwv Aéyerv Tov Anptoup- 
\ b] \ ‘ ’ \ 5) / aA id >] ’ \ _ 5 \ be 
yOv, é€mel Kat autos €Bacireve TOV VT avTov dla OE 
lal - / 
TO fMlLKpavavTod Kal TpdcKatpor civat THY Bactretar, 
ai \ , / e \ / A 
dyno, BACIAIKOC @vopuag On, olovel wixpos TLs Bacirevs 
¢ \ n / / > \ n 
vmo KaborLKov Baciréws TETAYMEVOS ETL MLK PAs 
, i. \ \ > ‘ ey >] n a 
Bactrelas’ Tov dé EN Kadapnaoym vidv avtod dunyeitat 
a ¢ a / a 
TOV €V TO vuToBeBnKote fEPEL THS METOTNTOS TO T pos 
, t uci , ao A , ¢/ 
Oaraccayp, TovtTécTt T@ TVVNMPWEVO TH vy, Kal NEYyEL OTL 
, nan A \ 
‘O i103 avtod dvOpwmros dabevar, TovTécTLY OU KATA 
95 
puoi exw, év dyvoia Kal GuapTnpmaciy Hv’ Elta TO 


4 dnot] dyno rhv Baoirelav. 10 dyvola] aryvela. 


39. 3. 87t obros] For the omission 
of das see Tischendorf in loc. 

5. With the idea of human me- 
diation suggested here, cf. Exc. ex 
Theod. § 58, kal 6’ adraév kal ra 
TovToLs dmoovvTa. 

40. 4. nol] The error of Cod. 
Monac. in repeating rv Bacidelay 
after pnot led to the omission of 
gnoit in Cod. Regius, and conse- 
quently in the Editions. It is also 
independently omitted in Cod. Bod- 
leianus, for Cod. Venetus has re- 
tained it. 

5. Kadorixbs] Cf. Excerpt. ex 
Theod. § 47, where 6 Zwrip is de- 
scribed as Snucoupyos KadodcKés. 


7. pecdrnros] The pecorns here 
is clearly the same as the rézos [uea0- 
tntos|] of Hippolytus, Refut. vi. 32, 
called also éBdouds. In the lower 
part of this, which is most deeply 
involved in ty, here represented by 
Capernaum, the fécos vids lies. In 
connexion with Origen’s interpreta- 
tion of the Baciuixés as representing 
Abraham, it is interesting to notice 
Hippolytus, Refut. vi. 34, mpoéBade 
kal 6 Onuoupyds wuxds' airy yap 
ovcia Wuxav' ovrds éoTe Kar’ avrovds 
’"ABpadm Kal raira rot ’ABpadm ra 
réxva. Heracleon might have ac- 
cepted Origen’s interpretation of the 
Baowdikds and his son. 


Jo. iv. 42. 


Jo. iv. 54. 
Jo. iv. 47. 


Mt. x. 28. 


1 Cor. xv. 
53, 54. 

Cf. Is. xxv. 
8. 
Jo. iv. 48. 


Jo. iv. 49. 


Cf. Rom. 
vi. 21. 
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Ek tAc ‘loyAaiac eic THN FadlAalan avtl Tod éx« THS avwbev 
"lovdalas. ovx olda Sé brrws eis TO “HMEAAEN ATIOONHCKEIN 
xiwnbels olerar avatpéTmer Oar Ta Soypmata TOV UTOTI- 
Oewévwv abavartov civar THY Wuyny, Eis TO AUTO CUp- 
Barrco Oat vrorauBaver Kal To VyyHN kal CMa ATTOAAYCOA! 
EN PeéNNH. Kal ovK aOavaTor ye elvat nyeitar THY Wuyny 
6 ‘Hpaxkréwv, adn érruTndeiws Exovcayv pos cwTnplar, 
aUTHY A€ywv eivat TO ENAYOMENON AMOAPCIAN POAPTON, 
KAl ABANACIAN ONHTON, Stay KATATIOOH 6 BANATOC aUTHS 
ElC NIKOC. pds TovToUs Kat TO EAN MH CHMEIA Kal TEpaTa 
IAHTE OY MH TrCTeycHTe AéyerOar dnolv oiKkelws pos TO 
ToLovTOY TpdcwmTor, dt Epywyv puvaw éxov Kat bv ai- 
cOnoews weiOecOat, Kal ovXL NOYw TLoTEveELV. TO SE 
KaTdBHOl, TIPIN ATTOOANEIN TO TIAIAION MOY OL TO TEAOC EtvaL 
TOU VOMOV TON OANATON ELpHoOaL vouiter, dvatpodYTOS 
51a TOY GuapTliav’ Tply TeXéws ovr, Hyal, PavaTwOAvar 
KaTa@ Tas apaptias, Seitas 6 TaTNp TOD povov Lo- 


20 vixos] vetkos. 


11, 12. ék rhs dvw0e ’Tovialas] 


Cod. Monac. has the true reading 
rs, though all its descendants have 
erred. For the phrase, cf. Frag. 13, 
where the Wvxixds Toros, represented 
by ‘Iepocdd\upa, is said to be an eixay 
of ‘Iepovoadiu, i.e. 7 dvw ‘Tepovoadhyu. 
See also Hipp. Refut. vi. 32, where 
the Ogdoad is called ‘Iepovcadnu ér- 
oupav.os. 

15, 16. The text is the reading of 
Monac. and Ven. The Syrian read- 
ing has been adopted by the de- 
scendants. 

16 ff. Heracleon’s language with 
regard to the immortality of the soul 
vividly recalls Hipp. Refut. vi. 32, 
Ovnrh tis éotly ) WuxH, meodTns Tis 
ovoa’ gore yap éEBSouas kal Kardmav- 
Cthsicnns ’"Eav otv éfomowwby Tots dvw, 
TH Oydoddt, dOdvatos éyévero kal HAOev 
eis thy dydodda, Aris orl, Pyotr, 
‘Iepovoadhu émoupdvios, éav dé éfo- 
Mowwbn TH Urn, Touréore Tots md ecr 


Tois UdKois, POapri éore Kal amdd- 
Auras (MS. crac Kal da@deTo). It 
should be noticed that this is one 
of the passages where by the use 
of dyot and Aéye Hippolytus shews 
that he is quoting from a single 
document. Cf. also Hacerpt. ex 
Theod. 56, 7rd 6€ WuxiKxov, dvretod- 


15 


20 


25 


a / / . 
giov ov émirndevornta exe mpds TE 


mwiorw Kat adp@apolay, Kal mpos dm- 
otlay kai p0opav. 

22, 23. It may be well, in view of 
the extremely difficult criticisms of 
Origen on Heracleon’s interpretation 
of this whole passage, to state what 
appears to be Heracleon’s position 
so far as it can be gathered. He 
seems to have affirmed that yuxy is 
TO POaprov To évdvouevov apbapoiar. 
Its death comes 61a 70 réXos elvar Tod 
vopou Tov Odvarov, dvapobvros dud TOY 
dpapriav, for of course the children 
of the Demiurge are under the Law. 


ae 


Ks 
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fal vA / A en / a a / 
THpoS, va BonOnoyn TO vid, TovTéTTL TH TOLGCE Picel. 
mpos tovTows To ‘O yidc coy zH Kata atudiav eipjabat 
30 TO VaTHpe ckeirnger, eel ovn ele ZHjtw ovoé evédnvev 
autos Twapecynabar Thy Conv. Réye Sé btr KataBas 
\ ~ 
MposS TOV KapvovTa Kal iagadpevos avTOV THS Yooou, 
/ a a 

TOUTEGTL TOV ApapTLoV, Kali 1a THS adécews Cwo- 
, 3 c cu cm ee , \ Red , 
motnoas eitrev ‘O yidc coy zH Kal émidéyer pos To ’Emi- 
35 CTEYCEN O ANOpwrtoc’ 6Te Evarucros kal 6 Anptoupyos 
éotiy, OTe S¥vatat 6 LwrTnp Kal wn Tapov OepaTeverv. 
AoyAoye Sé€ tof BaciAiKkoy éFeiAnde tods dyyéXous Tod 
lal ’ / A c a an 
Anptovpyov, amayyéAXovtas év tO “QO Taic coy ZH 
OTL OlKELwWS Kal KATA TPOTOY éYEL, TPATTwYV MHKETL 
A b) / \ \ an / b , a 
40TQ@ Gvoiketa. Kai Std TOUTO vopiver dmayyéArAELY TO 
BactrLK@ Tovs Sovrovs Ta Tept THS TOV Vi0od GwTN- 
pias, émel kai mpotovs oletar BrEtEeLY Tas pagers 
TOV év TO KOTL@ AaVOpOTwY TOS ayyéXoOUS, EL Eppao- 
pév@s Kal eiALKPLY@S TONLTEVOLYTO aTO THS TOD 

lal by / »” \ \ c \ a U 
45 VwWTHpoS emvdynulas. ers wpds THV EBAOMHN pan Aéyes 

¢/ \ al ¢/ / e / a 3? , 
ore Ava THS WOpas yapaxtnpiletar n hPvars Tod Labév- 
ToS. emt maou TO Emicteycen aytoc Kal H OIKIA ayToy OAH 
dunynoato éml tTHS ayyerLKns eipnabar Takews, Kal 
avOpemwv TOV oikeLoTépwy avT@. EntetaOar dé pyou 
50 Wepi TLVMY aYYEAOY, ci TWOHCTOYTAL, TOY KATENOOVTwY 
€mt TAC TON ANOPOTION OyraTépac. Kal TOV avOpwTaDV 
dé tod Anmtovpyod tiv ama@detav Snrodc Oar vomiver 
év T@ Oi yiol TAc BaciAelac EZeAeYCONTAI ElC TO CKOTOC TO €Z0)- 


Jo. iv. 50. 


Jo. iv. 53. 


Gen, vi. 2. 


Mt. viii. 


\ \ Ud \ > fw , / 12 
TEPON. Kal mepl TovTwy Tov Haoadiav mpodytevery To 


ie '§ > See Xe > \ ‘ ee Pee e/ c \ 
55 Yioyc EFENNHCA KAI YY@CA, AYTO! AE ME HOETHCAN, OVOTLVAS YIOYC 
GNAoTpiovs Kal CTIEPMA TIONHPON KL ANOMON KaXeEl Kal 
AMITEA@NA AKANOAC TIOIHCANTO. Kal TadTa pév Ta ‘Hpa- 
Kréwvos, dep TOAUNPOTEpoV Kal aceBEoTEpon Eipnuéva exXpHV 
\ a a | a by > > A ? 
META TOAAHS KATATKEVHS aTrodedetyOau, eirep Hv adNOH. ovK 


60 olda Sé 1as Kai Tepl aBavacias uyns amuictet, un éexdaBov 
39 exer] exew. 51 dvOpdérwv] bis. 59 amodedetx Oar] amodedexOar. 


35. etmioros] On this point the Irenaeus I. vii. 4. 
Valentinians seem to have been 37. For the angels of the Demi- 
agreed, See Hipp. Refut. vi. 36; urge cf, Excerpt. ex Theod. § 47. 


le; 3:9: 
Cf. Is. i. 4. 


Cf. Is. v. 
1, 2 


Ez. xviii, 
4, 


Jer. XXiii. 
24, 
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Toca onpaiverar éx THS Oavatos hovis. Kalopdvta yap 
” \ / ae / ‘\ bd / > n ; 
eu TO onpawvopevov pet eTicKérrews Kat axptBelas ideiv et 
KaTa TayTa Ta onuawoueva Ovntn éoTw. ei ev yap Ort 
Sextixn apaptias, yyyd 5é€ 4 AmapTaNoyca AYTH ATTOOANEITAI, 

1A lal > rn ] \ , > \ \ a / $ 
Kal npets épodpev avtnv Ovntnv. et dé THY TavTEAH Siddrvow 65 
kal éEadhavicpoy avThs Oavatov vomifer, nuets ov mpoonae- 
peOa, ovdé péyps eriwoias iWeiv Surdpevor ovolav Ovyntnv 





petaBarroveay eis abavatov Kai gdiaow hOaptnv émi To 
addaptov: buotov yap TovTO TO Aéyerv petaBadrey TL ato 
TWLATOS Eis ATWMATOV, WS VITOKELMEVOU TLVOS KOLVOU THS TOV TO 
coLATOV Kal dcwpatav dicews, OTrEp péver WBoTrEp péverv 
acl TO UALKOY of wept TadTa Sewol, TOY ToLoTHTwWY peTa- 
Baddovody eis apOapaiav. ov tavtov bé éote THY COapTHN 
pvow ENAYECOAI AOapciaN Kal TO THY POapTnv dow peTa- 
Barrav eis apPapciar. 
ANeKTEéov, ov peTaBarrovons pév eis ABANACION, ENAYOMENHC O€ 
QuTny. 


\ > > \ \ \ lal a 
Ta 8 avtTa Kai tept THS ONHTAC 75 
4 b] U \ \ / + ae a > wv 
ére éreimep THY uxixny gvow @nOn St Epyouv 

\ J / / bd \ \ / U 
kat aicOnoews meiPecOat ovyl Sé AOYwV, Tevoopeba 
\ 
el mev yap Tvevpa- 
A fal \ A / b] / / 3 > 
TLUKHS, TOS Sia THs Tepactiov émipaveias TemioTtevKer ; et O 
b] ae b] / / x \ al / > / 
ovK GAXaS edvVAaTO TLCTEVELY H OLA THS TEPAacTioU éTipavEelas 
b] an ’ b) \ \ > \ 5 , a \ 
akorovbe? Kat avtTovs Kal avTov eivar WuytKov. was o€ 
>’ . na lal \ ’ lé a] an 
ovk aceBés TO po Tod Anpucovpyov tTovs aryyédous avToU 
a ? \ / 
Oewpety TO éppwmévoy Kal TO ElNLKPLVES THS TWONLTELAS 


b] an / / 3 
avtov trept IlavAov trotas pucews Hv. 
80 


TOV UTO THS Suvapews TOD LwTHpos BerTiwbévtav, kal Tapa 85 
TO évapyés ToD Tept Tod Anutoupyod Aoyou, éTs Sé Kal Tapa 
THY ypadny thy Néyovaayv Ei KpyBHceTal ANOparttoc EN Kpydaloic 


79, 80 mvevparixfs] mvevpartiKh. ws] drws. 


83 ovk] kal. 


61 Kadopwyra] Kkabapayra. 
80, 81 repacriov] Tepacretov. 


61. xa8opavra] Though the fol- 
lowing criticisms of Origen contain 
no new matter of Heracleon, the 
whole chapter must be examined 
together. I have therefore thought 
it better to print it in full. The 
criticisms are not easy to follow. 
So far as he has stated Heracleon’s 
views, the confutation of weraBaddeuv 
els d0avaciay is not to the point, for 


Heracleon has only made use of such 
expressions as évdvec@ar dOavaciav 
k.7.\. Which Origen allows to be ov 
ravrév.. For Origen’s argument with 
regard to weraBddd\ew see Aristotle, 


Met. A. 2 (1069 b), od yap 7a évayria © 


peraBarre. e&re 7d pev broméver, 7d 
5 évavtiov ot7~ bropéver* éotw dpa Tt 


Tptrov mapa Ta évavtia, | Un. 
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KAT@ OYK OYOMal AYTON ; Kal Kypioc ETAZWN NEdpoyc Kal KAPAIAC, Ba vii. 10. 
‘ a s. Xclll. 
kat KyYploc fIN@CKWN TOYC AIAAOPICMOYC TON ANOPWTWN KAN (xciv.) LL. 
2 ’ 5 a 8e , \ As > \ ’ ‘ Hist 
go act mATalol; mas dé cooe Kal TO ‘O Eidwc TA TANTA TIPIN G'S 
FENECEWC AYTON ; ére 58 parrov $y pvows yapakrnpl- 42. 
Cetar Tov tadévtos amo Tod aptOmod THs wpas ely 
vows THS tacews ywvouévnt TO oikelm TH avaTravoes ap.b- 
Ho. TO de dvapOopas civar Wuyikdr, emi Térer dv é&eOE- 
¢ ’ > na 3 / ? / ¢ / 
95 meOa UT avTOU cipnuévaY avayeypaypévoy, OmwvuLia ypw- 
/ ‘ ’ , ied > 
pévou éotl, Kal éTépay dvaow Eicayovtos TeTAapTHY, OEP OV 
Bovreras. 


41. Ibid. xix. 3 (R. tv. 296; L. 11. 167). 


¢ : a 
‘O pévtou ye “Hparréwv, éxOéuevos thy mept tod yafo- Cf. Jo. 

/ , IO\ 3 5) 22% > \ te yy vill. 12 ff. 

puraxiov réEw, ovdev eizrev ets avtnv. eis dé TO°OTO0Y EF® Jo, viii.21. 
G xe US € re > , > pe / a > > / \ 
Yara ymeic oY Aynacbe EAOeIN Hyat II @s ev ayvoia Kat 
amiotia kal duaptHnpacwiy dvtes év adOapala Sivar- 
, iG he , , 7 a. 239 G58 e 
5 Tat yevéoOar; pnde ev TOVT@ KaTaKOVwY éavTOD Et yap ob 
3 > / \ > f \ ¢ / v > 
€V GYyVOL@ Kai aTLOTia Kal auapTnmacLY OVTES Ev 


3 gyal] pyor yap. 


91. ru dé waddov. Heracleon’s dvaratvce: dp.Oug@, but the stages of 





own remark on the hour is simple 
and obvious, when compared with 
Hippolytus, Refut. (yuxh) éoriv éBdo- 
pas kal xaramavo.s. Tod iabévros is 
equivalent to rod YuxiKod. Whether 
Origen understood this or not is un- 
certain, as his criticism is obscured 
by hopeless corruption in the text. 
Delarue’s ef 4% pvo.s yapaxrnplgerac 
comes from Cod. Ven., but leaves 
the sentence impossible and unin- 
telligible. It is tempting to sup- 
pose that a good deal of the sentence 
may have been erroneously inserted 
from the statement of Heracleon’s 
view above, and that Origen may 
have written some simple sentence 
such as éri 5é padXov 7) Pots yapax- 
tnpiferar tov iabévros, rw oixelw TH 


corruption could not be traced. All 
is dark, and we can scarcely hope for 
light. 

96. érépav gdiow] A reference 
probably to Origen’s argument with 
regard to meraBddX\ev. Heracleon 
would recognize three gvces, mvev- 
parixn, Wuxixy, DrAuKH. The diapOopa 
yYuxixod cannot take place unless we 
assume érepoy vroxelwevov Which re- 
mains while the zoérnres change. 
This would be to introduce a fourth 
puvats. 

41. 4. dmoria] Cf. Excerpt. ex 
Theod. § 56, quoted above, p. 92. 

6. év dyvola] Hilgenfeld’s state- 
ment that these words are omitted 
in Cod. Regius appears to originate 
in the fact that in line 7 it omits 


JO. Vili. 22. 


Jo. viii. 12. 
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> / b) / / Lal / 

apO0apaia ov Svvavrar yevéoOat, Tas of atroaToXoL év 

> / e 

adyvota woré kal év amtoTia Kai év 4mapTnpace yEevomevot 

> ’ / / , / S e 7 > / \ 

év apOapoia yeyovact; Svvavtar ovy ot év ayvoig Kat 
’ 

év amiotia kai év adpaptTnpmace yevomuevor yevérOar év 

’ / > \ a 

agOapata, et wetaBdrdrorev, Suvatov avtovs wetaBaneiv. 


42. Ibid. xix. 4 (R. tv. 302; L. 1. 180). 


Kal 6 ‘Hpaxréwv pévrovye &s amdovotepov eipnuevou ToD 
Muti dttoKtenel EayTON hyaotv OTe Tlovnpas StaroysSopevor 
of “lovdSatou tTadta éXexyov Kal pelfovas EavTovs atro- 
hatvopevot Tod YwriHipos, Kal vrorauBadvovtes Ore 


Io 


5) \ \ ? , \ \ \ 5) aoe 
QAUTObL fEV ATENEVOOVTAL TPOS TOV Oeov ELS AVATAVOGLD 5 


aidvuov, 6 dé Lwrnp els POopav Kai ets Oavator, 

éauTtov dtaxerproapmevos, dou EauTovs ovVK ENOYiCovTO 

atenOetv. Kal avtais réEeot hnow bre “Qovro RAéyeuv 
\ A £5 a d b oes \ 

Tov YwrTHpa of “Llovdaios tt Eyed épavtov dSraxecpe- 

adpmevos eis POopav wérArwW TopeverOat, drrov Vpmels 


9 lal ° 5 na \ A b ] ’ 
ov dOUvacbe éXOEiV. OvVK oloa Sé TMS KATA TOV ¢iTOYTA 


"Era eiml TO bac TOY KbcMoy Kal Ta EEN, HY Néyewv OTL Eyo 


b] \ / > \ / am 

éwautov Stayetpraadpevos ets POopav pédXrwW ToOpev- 

ecOat. éav dé Tis NéyN fa) TOV LwTHpa TavTa cipnKévat TOS 

Sé "Iovdaiovs avr vrovevonkévat, Sjrov OTL épet Tovs “lov- 
> 

Salovs meppovnkévas Tept adtod bts POeipovTat ot EavTOVs 


Io 


15 


/ rn 
Stayverptadmevot, Kal ovdéy Hrrov érroies TadTa TicTEVvOV | 


hOapnoccOat Kal xoracOnOecbar, OTep Hv KaTAa TavTa HAI- 
O.ov. 


15 avrd] a’ro. 


the év of é& dyvoig, a fact which 
Delarue notices. 

The importance of this fragment 
consists in the fact that Heracleon’s 
interpretation depends on his funda- 
mental error as to @vo.s and xara- 
oxevy (see Frag. 17), to which Origen 
so often rightly takes exception (cf. 
Fragments 17, 33). 

42.1. ddovcrepor] This is not the 
only case in which Origen’s love of 


18,19 xara ravra 7rNOLov] KarnNiOor. 


dvayory) has led him into a captions 
criticism of Heracleon. ‘Cf. Fr. 30, 
ayyedukyy Tia divauw K.T.X. 

5. dvamavo.s| For the doctrine of 
dvaravois cf. Irenaeus 1. 7. 1; Ea- 
cerpt. ex Theod. §§ 63, 86. 

18,19. xara rdvra7diOcov] As there 
is no authority for the form xary- 
@.ov, I have retained the conjecture 
of Cod. Venetus, 


— 
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43, Ibid. xx. 8 (R. Iv. 316; L. 1. 211). 


IluvOavoipeba § av taév tas dices eicayovTar, Kal eis 
oa c , c > \ > ma 2 ee es > / \ oes 

To “Ot! 6 Adroc 6 émdc OF ywpel EN YMIN a7rodwovTwY KaTa Jo. viii.37. 

€ / 6 \ a I] S A > 15 

Hpaxréwva bts Acad todro ov ywpei, OTL aveTiTnodeLoL, 

NTOL KAT OVTLAY, ) KATA YVOMNY, TOS OL AVETLTNHOELOL 

> ’ / ” \ n , ’ \ \ / / eco ? 

5 KAT OVTLAV HKOYCAN TIAPA TOY TATPpOC ; @AAA Kat TrOTEpOY Jo, viii. 38. 

MOTE TPOBATA OVTOL Hoav ToD XpicTod, 7) GANOTPLOL UIHpyov 

avTov ; ef dé Hoav adAOTpLOL, Tas HKOYCAN TIAPA TOY TATPOC, 

TAPAS, WS olovTat, Aeyouévou mpds Tovs adXoTpious OTL Ata Jo. viii. 47. 

TOYTO YMEIC OYK AkKOYeETE, STI OYK EcTé EK TAN: TIPOBATWN TON Jo. x. 26. 
10 EM@N ; €b 47) Apa OrALBowevor Eré LTOT@ EAUTOUS TrEpL- 

; € pn ap Omevor ETépm aToOT@ éavTOUS TEP 
/ n ‘ b] \ 

BadrxXovot, réyovtes TapA pev TOY matpdc axnKoévar Tovs 

G@XXoTpiovs, un axovew Sé Tors av’Tovs TovTOVS Tapa TOU 

Larhpos. ef & oixetos rod YwrHpos joav xal THs pwaxaplas 

PUTEWS, TAS EZHTOYN AUTO ATIOKTEINAI; Kal TOS 6 TOD Yo- 
15 THpos Adroc OYK eywpel ev avTois ; 


@ 
10 éavrovs] éavrods (sic). 12 mapa] 7epl. 


44. Ibid. xx. 18 (R. Iv. 332; L. 1. 240). 


‘O pévrot ye “Hpaxréov trorapBaver Aitiav atodiso- 
oOat TOU 7 AYNACOHAI aUTOVS AKOYEIN TON Incod AOLON, Jo. viii, 43. 
NSE FINDCKEIN GUTOD THN AdAIAN €v TH ‘Ymeic €k TOF 
TATPOC TOY AlaBOAoY écTé. avtais yoov rNéEeot dyot Ac- 
‘ \ > ] > ! ‘ ‘ \ > ’ \ Cf 
5 aTL dé OY AYNACHE AKOYEIN TON AOLON TON EMON 3 9 OTL 
“Ymeic €k TOY matpdc TOF AiaBOAoy écté, advtl Tod ’Ex Jo. viii. 44. 
A b] / an / na ? an \ 
THS ovolas TOV StaBdorov; dhavepwv avTots NovTov 


2 "Inooi] Iv. 


43. 4. kara yvipnv] See below, that verse. 
Frag. 46. 44. 5,6. There are traces of cor- 
8,9. The words Acad rodro juets ovk ~=— ruption. Probably déyeu has dropped 
axovere are quoted in Tischendorf’s out somewhere, in consequence of 
digest on John x. 26 from this pas- the ¢yoi, without it the dvri rod can 
sage: there is no other authority for hardly stand. 
them, as forming part of the text of 


B, 7 


Jo. viii. 44. 
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tal , 
THY Pio avT@Y, Kal TpoedéyEas avTovs, OTL OTE 
lal >? 
tov “ABpadp eiot téxva, ov yap av éuicovy avror, 
oUte Tov Deod, 540 ovK HyadTa@V avToV. Kal ei peV TO 
‘Ymeic €k TOY maTpdc TOY AlaBGAoy ecTé é€edéEaTo ws ev Tois 
, / / \ ‘ sar ec A > > lal 
avatépw Sunynodpeba, Kai éheye Ava To éTt vas eivar ex TOD 
dtaBorov, OY AYNaACHE AKOYEIN TON ADPON TON EMON, KAY TrapeE- 
SeEapc0a avrod tHv Sunynow. vuvi dé Ards eat Opoovatous 


a ¢ 
tiwas TO SiaBorAw rAéywv avOpwtrous, ETépas, Os OlovTaL Ot 
adm avtTov, ovolas TuyxavovTt Tap ods Kadovar WuyiKods — 


7) WVEVMLATLKOUS. 


10 ore] ovde. 13, 14 rapedetaueOa] rapadcEdueda. 


15 olovrar] ovovre.__ 


45. Ibid. xx. 20 (R. Iv. 337; L. 1. 250). 


nr / cv. ¢ / 
Eis tadra 5é 0 ‘Hpaxrdéwv pynai Ipods ots 6 NOyos ex 
lal b / A“ / > e e / v ied 
THS ovaias TOD dStaBdrov Hoar, ws EéETépas ovens TIS 
a / A \ \ A fy). 2 a ’ / 
Tov d.iaBorov ovcias Tapa THY TeV ayiov oYLKOY Ovalar. 
duowov € év TovTm mor wemovOévar paiveras TO Erépay 
, / , > a a pe ¢ al 
ovaliav pacKovTs opOadmovd TapopavTos Kal ETEpav OpavTos. 


46. Ibid. xx. 20 (R. Iv. 339; L. 1. 258). 


T a \ \ \ ¢ , / > , t > 
ocavTa Kat mpos Tov HpaxrXéwvos oyor eitrovTos TO | 


‘Ek Tof¥ Tatpdc ToY AlaBdAoy avtl ToD "Ex THs ovalas Tov 


10. ov5é must probably be altered class, different in kind. It thus takes 


to ovre. 

45.1,2. é« rijs odclas Tob d:aBddov] 
With this and the preceding fragment 
we must compare Hipp. Refut. vi. 34, 
€x THs UAKjs ov Kal diaBoNKxjs éroln- 
cev 6 Anmiovpyds Tats puxals Ta otb- 
para, and 6 vdKds, POapros, arédevos, 
éx THS diaBoXKhs ovcolas memacpévos. 
The close connection of ddrx} and 
diaBodixy is exactly reproduced in 
these fragments of Heracleon, where 
the diaBodixh is contrasted with the 
mvevparixky and wuyxixy, as a third 


UNLKH. 


the place usually assigned to the 
See also Irenaeus, and Ex- 
cerpta ex Theod. 48. 

3. Aoyixav ovclav] Cf. Hippolytus’s 
account of the projection of the 70 
oyou. It is not necessary to alter the 
Ms. reading, but it is very probably an 
error of assimilation (due to the pre- 
ceding genitive), for Noyucny. 

46, 2,3. rod d:aBddov] This seems 
the only reading that will make sense. 
The 70d zrarpés of the ms. is doubtless 
due to the preceding éx rod marpés. 


10 





15 


5 
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Ud ‘ na 
StaBorov cipnoOw. radu eis Td Tac émymiac TOY MaTpdc 
YM@N OEAeTE TIOIEIN StacTéAXrETAL, Aéyov Tov Sta Borov p71 

5 é€yeuwv OéAXnma, GAN éeriOvpulas. Kal éudaiverar avtoOev 
’ a a 
TO adtavontov Tod Noyou' OéXewv yap Ta Tovnpa was av TLS 
¢ / > an / \ \ > \ > \ b] \ lal 
o“odoynaoat éxetvov. auvakers 5€ Kal avros, et Kal émi Tod 
TapovTos év Tpoxeipw ovK éxouev TrapabécOau, ef Tov év TH 
ypady TO OérXexv él Tod SiaBorov TétTaKT au. Mera tadra 
&: ¢ , ¢ BA n ” ’ \ \ 
10 @now o Hpaxréwv ws dpa Tadta eipntras ov mpos Tovs 
/ a ‘ 
puocet Tov duaBoXov viods Tovs yotxods, 4AXA TPOS 
\ \ 4 BI 
TOUS WuyeKkous, Jéces viovs StaBdrov yevopmévous, ad 
dv TH pices Svvavtai tives Kal Oécer vioi Oeod ypn- 
patioat. Kal dnoi ye 6tt Ilapa 70 nyamnKévat Tac 
' n “= n 
15 €TOYMIAC TOD OtaBoOrXov Kal TOIEIN TéKVa ODTOL TOD 
Py ar / ’ / n wv \ 8 
taBoXou yivovtat, ov dices TotovToe ovTes. Kal dva- 
/ € v lal lal > / al \ / 
oTéANeTat ws apa Tpryas Set axovety THS KaTa TéKVAa 
> , tal , 
ovomacias, mpa@tov dices, Sevtepov yvoun, TpiTov 
akia » \ / \ \ > \ \ Ae ¢ / 
ia. Kat pvoes ev, dynoiv, dori TO yevyvnOev UTE TLVOS 
A a val 
20 YEVVNTOV, 0 Kai KUpiws TéKVOV KaXElTaL’ yvopmn Se, 
7 \ / a a 
OTe TO OéXNpma TLS TOLGY TLVOS b4a THY EavTOD yvomynD, 
, 2 / “4 fal \ , a pein eg 
TEKVOV E€xkeivoV Ov Totet TO OéXnpa KaXreEiTaL’ aia 
\ e ' 
dé Kal 0 AéyorvTai tives FEENNHC TéKVA Kal GKOTOUS CF. Mt. 
20 38 / \ oy G5 a ’ YO s xx TS, 
Kat avOmias, Kal OPEewWY KAL EYIANW@N [ENNHMATA’ OU gg 
X a a a 
25 Yap yevua, pyol, TavTa Tiva TH EavTav diaew’ POopo- 
\ \ \ > / \ > / 3 
TOLd yap Kal avarloKxovTa Tors éuBrANOGEvTAS Ets 
> \ ’ at OE vy v 53 / x , ’ 
@vuTG, aAXAX Ee ETpakay Ta éxelvwy Epya TéEKVAa av- 
TOV eipntat. TovavTny dé dtactorAnv SedwKas ovdé Kal? 
id / A an 
OT0c0v ato TOY ypapav TapeuvOncato THY idiay Sinynow. 
y 8 x X 4 a > \ / > > %g/ / 
30 ELTrOlmev O AV TPOS aVTOV, OTL EL py hvaeEl, GAN akia FEEN- 
NHC Téxva ovouaterar Kal oKOTOVS Kal avopmias, POopo- 
2, 3 rov diaBdXov] Tov rarpos. 6 ddvavdnrov] Svavdnrov. 


éoxouev (ut videtur). 23 Aéyovrar] Aé-yerac. 
30 dtia] dglas. 


8 exopuer] 
28, 29 xa@ érocor] Kara 
TO Togov. 


25. 


6. dédtavdnrov] This necessary cor- 
rection of his exemplar was made by 
the scribe of Cod. Venetus. Cod. 
Regius retains the mistake. 

23. Aéyovra:] Here again the scribe 
of Cod. Ven. has made a necessary 
alteration. 


Tatra Twa] Tadra of course is 
subject, twa object. Cf. below ovx 
dre yevva twas 6 5idBoros. The in- 
sertion of rovaira (Cod. Venetus after 
radra) is not necessary, though per- 
haps it simplifies the sentence. 


7—2 


Eph. ii. 3. 


JO. Vili. 41. 


Jo, Vili. 44. 
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Told yap TavTa Kal avaNioKkovTa padrov Hep cvve- 
otavta, Tes 6 IladAos Pyai tov TO Hmeba cycel TéEKNA OprAc 
OC Kal Ol AOITTIO! ; 7) AeyéT@Gay nuty ws oUK éoTW avadXwTLKOV 
Kat wadiota Kat avTov POopoToLov 7 opyy, Hs TEKNA HMe- 35 
0d. Tarw bynolv ore Téxva tod dsaBorov viv révet 
TovTOUS, ovX bTL yevva TLVAaS O dLaBodos, GAN STE 
Ta épya Tod StaBorov ToLodyTes WmoLtbOnaoay avTa@. 
moow@ 5 BéATLov Tepl TavTwv TaV Tod SiaBorov Téxv@V 
TovTO aTodaiver Oat, Os Opmotoupévwy avT@ TH TMoiein TA Epra 40 
ayToy, Kal ov Sia THY ovoiav Kal THY KaTAaTKEU)Y THY 
xopls Eprwn Téxvov SvaBorov ypnuaTtiCovTor ; 4 






32, 33 cunordavra] cuvic” ra (sic). 35 % dpyh js] 7 dpyns. 


47, Ibid. xx. 22 (R. tv. 345; L. 1. 264). 


€ Lal \ 3 “a 3 n Q U > a > , 
Hpeis ev ovyv tov °EN TH AAHOEIA OYK ECTHKEN AKOVOMEV 
’ ¢ / ! a / 2O\ NO SN \ 
ovx ws duo TolavTny éuhaivovtos, ovdé TO ddvvaToyv Teph 
a e / >" A 3 > / / € 1. ¢ 
Tov éoTnKévat avTov év adnbeia Tapiotaytes. 6 Oé ‘Hpa- . 
a / ? 
Kréwv eis TadTAa dnot To OU yap x THS adnOecias H Hvois 
> \ 5) a n 45 n> / a 3 / > 
€oTLY aUTOV, AAN EK TOV EvavTiov TH adnOEla, ex 5 
/ \ > / 5 \ \ ” a] 3 *' 
TrAYNS Kal ayvolas. 560, dno, ovTE oTHVAaL ev aAN- 
7 wv an b] 3 A > ‘ / 3 A 
Oeia ovTe oxety ev avT@® adnOerav SvvaTtat, ex THS 
¢ a , / \ a ; 
avtod duvcews idtov Exwyv TO wWeddo0s, hvorkas pt) - 
/ > a 
Suvdpevos woTe adnGetav eiteiv. Réyer © OTe OV povos 
b] \ ae > \ > \ \ ¢ \ b) la! PAN ‘ 
AUTOS WevoTns EOTLY, AXA KAL O TATHP AUTO, LOLS 10 
A > na / fa! 
TaTHp avTod éxrapBavov THY hidorv avTod, éreimep 
U \ / A e 
éx mrNaYNS Kal WedcpaTtos cuvéocTy. Tadta Sé bra 
/ 
pvetas tov StaBorov tavtTds wWoryou Kal éyxAnpatos Kal 
D Lae \ ~ rN , 
péurpews’ ovdels yap evrdyws av ékas 7 éyearéoat 7} péu- 
\ / \ 
yatto TO pn TepuKoTe Tpos Ta KpEiTTOVa. aTuyns OUD 
lal ») \ ¢ / 
paArXov 7 YrexTos 0 dudBonros Kata Tov “Hpaxréwva éoriv. 


2 ob6é] ove. 14,15 péupairo] wdupare 7d. 16 pexros] WevxTos 
(ut videtur). 


35. % dpyy js] This emendation teration of the ms. reading. 
satisfies the requirement of the con- 41. karacxeviy] Cf. Frag. 33. 
text best, while it involves least al- 
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48. Ibid. xx. 30 (R. tv. 359; L. 1. 290). 


‘O pévtos ye “Hpaxdéwv 76 *Ectin 6 ZHT@N Kal KPINWN Jo. viii. 50. 
ovK avadéper emt Tov twatépa, ToladTa NEywv" “O ZHTON Kal 
KPINWN é€oTly 6 éxdtK@V pe, O UTNpPETHS O Els TOUTO 
TETAYMEVOS, O MH EIKA THN MAYAIPAN POPAN, O EKAIKOC Rom. xiii. 

n / ial , > ® \ / 4 

5T0ovD Baciréws. Moors Sé éotiv ovtos, Kaba tpoel- 
pnkev avtois rNéywv Eic ON Ymeic HATcate. efT érr- Jo. v. 45. 
déper Otte ‘O KpiNWN Kal Koralwv éoti Mwons, Tov- 
la) \ 
TETTLY AUTOS 6 vomOoOETNS. Kal pwETA TOUTO TPOS éavTOV 
ératopet 6 ‘Hpaxdéwv Aéywv' Il@s odv ov Réyes THN 
al A / 
IOKPICIN TACAN Tapadeddcbar avT@; Kal vopifwy Ave 
a a ¢ \ 
thv avOutropopay TadTa dyno Karas NéveL, 0 yap KpLTNS 
al / / 
Os UmnpéeTns TO OéXNMA TOVTOV TOLMY KpiVvEl, WOTEP 
Kat éml tov avOpeTev daivetar yivopmevov. mas Sé 
bls 4. Sd / \ / ¢ ¢ a a a 
Gro Twi avatiOnor THv Kpiow ws TOdeecTEpwH TOD LwTH pos, 
15 Kal 0 vomiter, TS Anutoupy@, ovd oUtw amrodetEar Svvarat, 
capas yeypappévov Tod OyAé rap 6 TraTHP KPINEl OYAENA AAAA Jo. V. 22. 
THN KPICIN TIACAN AEAMKE TH YI, Kal TOD "EZoyciaN EAW@KEN Jo. v. 27. 
AYT@ KPICIN TTOIEIN, OTI yidc ANOP@TIOY ECTIN. 


5 ovros] obrws. 


49. CiLEM. ALEX. Eclog. Prophet. § 25, p. 995 (ed. Potter). 


/ \ Coa a ' EY ses 
‘O 'lwavyns dyoiv ore’ Eros men Ymdc YAaTI BaTiTize, EpyeTa Cf. Mt. iii. 
, ’ c U c n Uy \ U 11. 
Aé MOY OTTICW O BaTITIZWN YMAC EN TINEYMATI Kal TIYpl. upl O€ To si. 16 
> , > / A \ ¢/ ¢ / \ \ : 
ovdéva éBamticev. evior dé, @s Pyow ‘Hpaxréwv, tupi ta 
@Ta Tov ohpayilopevwy KaTErnmnVvaYTo, OUTWS aKOVoaVTES 
5 TO ATOTTONLKOD. 


4 xareonpjvavTo] Karecnunwaro. 


48. 6. 7\mlcare] No authority for indeed, we may see a reference to 
the aorist in the text of 8. John is _ this identification in the words airds 
quoted by Tischendorf. 6 vouobérns. 

15. 7@ Anmovpyd] Apparently He- 49.1. It is not easy to determine 
racleon must have spoken of Moses how much of Heracleon is embodied 
as a type of the Demiurge. Origen in this section of Clement. It seems 
has refuted more of Heracleon’scom- however probable that we should only 
ments, than he has quoted: unless, assume a reference to a practice 


Cf. Le. xii. 
8—11. 
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50. Criem. ALEX. Strom. Iv. 9, p. 595 (ed. Potter). 


r la) pe ¢ a 
Yodrov é&nyovpevos Tov ToTov ‘Hpaxréar, 6 THs Ovanrev- 
lal \ / ¢ F 
Tivov axodns Soxywtatos, Kata NeEw hynoiv ‘Oporoyiav 
al / 

civat THV pméev Ev TH TWhlaTeL Kal ToNLTELA, THY SE EV 

a ¢ \ KA > oe 1e of Mo 39S a > 
Povn. 1 Mev ovv ev Povy oporoyta Kal emt THOv é£ov- 


fal / \ / \ ¢ , ¢ na 
TL@V ylveTal, HY movnv, dyno, OMoroyiav nyovvTat 5 


S e / > ¢ n / \ Ul \ 
elvat ol TOAXNOL, OVX VYytws. SUVaYTat OE TAVTHY THY 
a »Q°? 

OmoNoylav Kal of VmoKpiTal Opmoroyetv. aN ovVd 
¢ r e ¢ , a > L « ’ 
evpeOnaeTat ovUTOS O AOYOS KADOALKDS ELpHMEeVOS’ OV 
yap wavtes of cwlopwevoe Opmoroynoay THv bia THS 
dwovns duoroylav kat éEnrOov, €E Gv MatOatos, Di- 
ALTOS, Owpds, Aevis Kal AAXOL TOAKAOL Kal éoTLV 
a a / 
n Sta THS PwvHs Sporoyia ov KaOoALK?, GAXA mEepLKy’ 
KaborLKn Oé, hy VOY revel, THY ev Epyous Kal Tpakect 

/ a by > \ / ¢ \ / 

KaTANANAOLS THS ELS AUTOV TlaTeEw@s. EmEeTal OE TAUTY 
fy < xX / \ ¢ 4.8 73 \ a b] lal 2% bé 
TH OmoNOYLA Kal n mEepLKy y él TOV éEOVGLOY, éav SEN 
& / e n ¢ / \ & \ fal a 
KaLO NOYOS AipyH. OMONOYHoOEL yap oVTOS Kal TH Pwvy, 
op0as mpoonoroynoas mpotepov TH S1abécer. Kal 
tal > \ aA c , > > ‘ 5S > 4 \ 
KaNOS El TOY OMONOYOVYTMY, EN EMO! Eltrev, émt Oe 


1 rérov] tporov. 


mentioned by Heracleon. If not, the 
sentence which immediately follows 
in the Eclogae must be his citation 
of a divergent version of Matt. iii. 10. 
On the whole however it seems more 
natural to refer it to Clement him- 
self, as also the remainder of the 
section, though it might possibly be 
regarded as containing Heracleonic 
doctrine. We can hardly therefore 
quote the continuation of this passage 
as proof that Heracleon read é&a- 
Kabapa. 

For the text of Fragments 49 and 
50 I have collated the Florence ms. 
of Clement’s Stromateis and Eclogae, 
and noted its variants in the digest. 

50.1. Clement, after quoting this 
passage, expresses his approval of it, 
only remarking that Heracleon has 


overlooked the fact that a confession 
which involves the penalty of death 
is a sufficient test of sincerity. The 
history of North Africa however may 


possibly justify Heracleon’s opinion. ° 


It may be well to state that we 
have no evidence, besides that con- 
tained in the words rodrov é&ynyotmevos 
Tov térov, a8 to whether Heracleon 
wrote a Commentary on §S. Luke. 
The ms. reading 7pé7or is interesting, 
but, as in Clement a long quotation 
immediately preeedes the words, it 
must be merely a scribe’s error for 
ToTov. 

11. Aecvis] For the early distinction 
of Levi from Matthew, cf. Origen c. 
Celsum i. 62, unless indeed the 
reading mentioned there by Origen 
is a variant for Oaddatov (Mc. iii. 18). 


10 


15 








ee 
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A > , 4? \ / @ \ x 
TOV adpvovpévarv, TO’Emé mpocéOnkev. ovTOL yap Kav 


a A € + , > A > ~ > A rn 
20TH PwVH OmoNOYHNTwWoLY AVTOV, APYOUVVTAL AVTOV TI 


25 


3° 


mpaker 2) Oporoyobvtes. povor 8 év avT@ opmondo- 
yovou of év TH KaT avToV bpmoroyla Kal wpaker 
Buodvtes, év ofs Kal avtos dpmoroyed Evethnpmpmévos 
avtots kal éyduevos Um0 TovTw@Y. SLoTEp APNHCACHAI 
EAYTON OUVSé7roTE AYNATAI’ apvovYTat Sé avTOV ot pH 


wv > by lal > \ Ss ra) > ’ > > \ 
OvTes €v aUT@. ov yap eimev “Oc apNHceTal €v Emol 


bl > > ' b \ / x > > tal > a 
arn "Emée. ovdels yap mote wv év avT@ apvettas 
avTov. TO dé EMMpOcOEN TON ANOPOTWN, Kal TOV TO- 


/ \ Lal 20 n de < / > i \ \ 
fomévav kal Tav €Ovixdy Sé dpoiws, Tap ols mev Kal 
“A , > \ \ a a / > ' 
TH TodtTela, Tap ols Sé Kal TH Pwvy. StoTEep APNH- 
cAcOal avTov ovdéTroTe SUVavTal, apvodvTat Sé avTOV 

€ + > ? an n \ ec / 
of py Ovtes €v avT@. Tadta pév 0 Hpakreovr. 


24 avrots] avrovs. 


51. Puovtus Hp. 134 (ed. Rich. Montacutius), “Iwavvy 
TmpotooTavapi~ Kai TpwTovoTtapim TO émikdknv Xpuao- 


Képn (Ep. 60, ed. Baletta). 


Oude yap ef tBpe cat SiaBorH Tod vowou to ‘H yapic 
Aé Kal AAHOEIA Al “IHcoY Xpictof éréneto Tols evaryryeNtKols 
Oecpois twepinppocev. “Hpaxrdéwv ydp dv ovtws etree Kal 
oi matdes “Hpaxdéwvos. 


51.1. I have given the full title, 
as mpwrocrafdpos is not sufficiently 
distinctive as a description of the 
recipient of an Epistle from Photius. 
The same letter is also found in his 
Amphilochia, 246. 

3. This reference to Heracleon is 


interesting, as extreme antagonism to 
the law does not seem to have been 
characteristic of him (see Frag. 20). 
Perhaps his followers may have de- 
veloped this line of Gnosticism more 
than their master. 


2 Tim. ii. 
13. 


Jo. 3. 17. 


ADDITIONAL NOTES. 


A. HERACLEON AND VALENTINUS. 


The extant Fragments of Valentinus offer some points of comparison with those 
of Heracleon, especially with regard to language and terminology, which can be 
most conveniently discussed in an Additional Note. I follow the order in which these 
Fragments are given in Hilgenfeld’s collection (Ketzergeschichte, p. 293), and have 
adopted his text where I quote from them. I have also given references to the 
pages of Potter’s edition of Clement of Alexandria. 

1, Clem. Alex. Strom. 11. 8, p. 448. Valentinus is speaking of the terror 
which came upon the Angels (of the Demiurge) at the utterances of the man whom 
they had created (éxelvov rod rAdopuaros). These were due to Him who had placed 
in man the seed of the higher essence (dia tov dopdtws év aire omépua SedwKdbra THs 
dvw0ev ovcias). Compare Heracleon’s explanation of the ‘forty and six years’ 
(Frag. 16), ryv tdnv rovréore 7d wAacua...7d ev THE eudvojuart omépua. Heracleon 
has retained the terminology of his master. With the Angels compare Frag. 36, oi 
Ths oikovoulas dyyedor, OC av ws weoiTav éorapyn Kal averpadyn. Valentinus goes on to 
speak of an”Av@pwmos in whose name Adam was formed; this may perhaps throw 
some light on the important position assigned to “Av@pwios in Heracleon’s account 
of the two viol rod dvO@pwdov (Frag. 35). 

2. Clem. Alex. Strom, 11. 20, p. 488. The expulsion of ‘ every evil spirit’ from 
the heart of man reminds us of Heracleon’s interpretation of the words ‘O (Hos Tod 


oikou gov karapdyeral we as being spoken éx mpoowmov Trav éxBAnOévrwv Kal avahwh-. 


Twv vd TOD Dwrnpos Suvduewy (Frag. 14): and with the words évuBpigévrwv émidv- 
plars compare Heracleon’s description of the former life of the Samaritan woman, 
évuBpifouévn Kal aBerouuévyn Kal éyxaradevrouévyn (Frag. 18), On modd\Gv Saimdvwv 
olxntnptov see the note on Frag. 20 (p. 77). 

3. Clem. Alex. Strom. 11. 7, p. 538. The Docetism of this Fragment should be 
compared with Heracleon’s teaching on the Bpadua tdiov of the Lord (Frag. 31), and 
the healing of the Ruler’s son (Frag. 40); but the question of Heracleon’s Docetism 
has been discussed in the Introduction (p. 46). 

4, Clem. Alex. Strom. tv. 13, p. 603. With {wy aiwos and the victory of its 
children over ¢@op4, compare Frag. 17 aidvios yap 4% fwn abrod kal undémrore POerpo- 
pévn. The distinction between xdcmos and xriovs in the last sentence of Valentinus, 
drav yap Tov péev Kdcpov AbnTE, abrol dé ut) KaTad’nobe, Kupievere THs KTloews Kal Tis 
POopas araons, is explained by Frag. 20, where Heracleon speaks of the xécyos as the 
world of the Devil, and connects xricis with the xricrns or Demiurge, whom the 
Jews worshipped. | 
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5. Clem. Alex. ibid. As this is the most important Fragment of Valentinus 
in the present connexion, it may be well to quote his words in full. 

‘Ondcov éddrrwy 7 Elkay Tod LGvTOs mpoowmov, ToTODTOY joowr 6 KdcMos TOU favrTos 
aidvos. ris ovv airla rhs elxbvos; weyadkwotvn Tod mpoowmou Taperxnuevov TH Swypady 
rov rirov, Wa TimnOy 50 dvduaros adrod. ob yap addevTixds ebpéOn mop}, GAA TO 
dvoua erdjpwoev Td baTephoav ev Thace. ouvepye? Se Kal Td Tov Oeov doparov eis wioTw 
TOU TewAagMévou. 

Here 6 xdcuos is used in its wider sense. The meaning of the Fragment must 
be that as the likeness is inferior to the living person, so is the world (created 
by the Demiurge) less than the living Aeon. The greatness of the archetype is the 
cause of the copy; and the ‘name’ of the archetype supplies what is deficient 
in the copy. The use of aldy, contrasted with xdcpos, recalls Heracleon’s usage of 
the word, as equivalent to the Pleroma, or more generally, the spiritual sphere ; see 
Fragg. 1, 18 and 22. Compare especially the phrases in 22, 6 év ald kal of ov aiT@ 
éhOdvres and éelmrep elxdves odTou (sc. of Iovdaioc) trav év Te wAnpdpare air@ elvac 
voulfovrat. 

The terminology which Clement uses in his explanation of this Fragment of 
Valentinus is of more importance. His interpretation of it appears to be as follows ; 
n eixaov =the Demiurge, Sophia’s rX\dcua created to give glory to the Father : 7d fav 
mpdcwrov =the Father, the True God: {sypados=Sophia. [As the Demiurge is 
inferior to the Father, so is the xdcuos to the living Aeon.] The Demiurge is an 
elxkwy (of the Father) as being do évds, the production of Sophia. The offspring of 
a ovivyla are not eixdves but mAnpduara (cf. Excerpta ex Theod. § 32). The next 
sentence is hardly intelligible. But the words 7d éud’onua rov duapépovros rvevmaros, 
h éx pecdryros Wux7y, and 6 éumveira TH Yvx7, shew great similarity of substance 
with the teaching of Frag. 16; and the use of rA7jpwua immediately recalls Hera- 
cleon’s use of it to represent the ‘ husband’ of the Samaritan woman (Frag. 18). It 
is impossible to tell whether Clement has made use of the writings of Valentinus in 
his explanation of that part of them which he quotes, and apparently misunder- 
stands. But if it is so, some of Heracleon’s most peculiar terminology was derived 
from his master. 

6. Clem. Alex. Strom. v1. 6, p. 767. Beyond the implied restriction of 4 éxxdy- 
gia to the mvevparixol (ci. Frag. 25 etc.) this Fragment offers no further points 
for comparison, and the same is the case with the remaining Fragments of 
Valentinus. 

Thus a detailed comparison of the language used by Heracleon and Valentinus 
reveals linguistic affinities which thoroughly agree with the supposition adopted in 
the Introduction (p. 38) that Heracleon did not materially alter the system of 
Valentinus. 


B. THe EXcERPTA EX THEODOTO. 


When I was in Florence last December (1890), I made use of the opportunity to 
collate the two Fragments of Heracleon which are contained in the Stromateis and 
Eclogae Propheticae of Clement, and also the whole of the Excerpta ex Theodoto. 
As Ihave had occasion to quote the Excerpta frequently in my notes I have thought 
it worth while to append in an additional note the few variants which Dindorf has 
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not noticed in his digest. But he has either adopted in his text or noticed fhe 
tically all the variants from Migne’s text which are of any value. 


Dindorf, vol. m1. p. 425 1.15 pera tiv , THs ims, éx intra lin. 
426 1.10 ov Tols 
429 1.11 dmrednpotwv dmrenporwrd (sic) 
4341.3 Ovdarevrimavol OvadevTiviavou 


4361.8  dpara opare 

441 1.19 ywpicas xwphoas (? corr.) 
445 1.22 diamvetoav Stamrvevoat 

450 1.30 poppwhérTes poppwlévras 

452 1.20 éer o eras. 

453 1.13 re TO 

453 1.14 6dbyou éNlyov 


C. On THE TEXT OF FRAGMENT 24. 


To judge from the conjectural emendations which have been suggested, the text 
of the latter part of this fragment offers a problem of great difficulty. The attested 
text of the sentence beginning ’A\N ovx épGcw is as follows: 


"ANN’ od7~x dp@ow (12) bre mavros (13) kal Trav adrav Sexrixér. 


It is important to start from this, as all conjectural restorations seem to have 
been based upon the words rév évayriwv, which have no manuscript authority 
whatever, and are only a guess of the “‘emendator”’ in the margin of the Bodleian, 
who introduces his suggestions with the word icws, and is certainly later than 
the other emendator, who uses the word rdaxa. 

Origen’s argument seems to be as follows. Is it not dceBés to call the spiritual 
worshippers, whom Heracleon has just called adulterers (in that he has just said — 
that the Samaritan woman vevuarikfs picews ofca has committed adultery), éuoov- — 
ovo with God? Heracleon and his followers do not see that, ete. But if the rvevya- 
Tixh pvots being duoovaros with God could commit adultery, impious deductions 
follow from their argument concerning God. The impious deduction is clearly 
something equivalent to déyera: 6 Oeds 7d mopvetoam. Origen refutes the position of 
Heracleon, that God and the mvevyarixol are duootorn by a reductio ad absurdum 
through two syllogisms : 


(1) major. (?) 
minor. God and the mrvevyarixh dicis are duoovera : 
God and the mv. dicts are ray abrav Sexrixd. 
(2) major. God and the mv. dicts are rv adrav SexriKa: 
minor. The mv. dpiois éd¢EaTo 7d ropveica: 
God déxerat 75 wopvetom: (for if the mv. pic. édéfaro, then it is 
dexrixdv of that which it éd¢£aro). 


This seems to be the strict argument, though of course it is stated more con- 
cisely in Origen, some of the terms being suppressed. 
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The only major which will suit the 1st syllogism seems to be ra duootow Tav 
avrav dSexrixd. I would therefore propose to read, lav 7d duooto.ov Kal rav adrwv 
dexrixdv. This preserves the rwv av’rav which is attested by all the mss., rwy évar- 
tiwy having, as was noticed before, no ms. authority. 

Ferrarius gave up the sentence as hopeless, and does not translate it (see Huet’s 
edition: Delarue has here apparently introduced his own translation into that of 
Ferrarius). His (?) translation of the following words (ei dé édéfaro...@e00) ‘Quod si 
[Heracleon ac sui sequaces] admiserint spiritualem naturam quae sit eiusdem essen- 
tiae [cum divina et undequaque beata natura ut ipsi tradunt] meretricari, profana 
et impia et irreligiosa sequuntur rationem ipsorum,’ gives the sense of the sentence, 
but can hardly be intended for a literal translation. Thus no help is to be got 
from him. Delarue’s note may be quoted as an example (perhaps not a fair one, 
as it is worse than most) of the treatment which the text has received at his 
hands:— 

“Codd. Bodl. et Barb. éxreropvevxévar. Regius memopyevxévar. Mox Codex Bod- 
leianus habet “’A\N obx dpwow of taira Aéyovres, Ste wayTds THY evayTiwv. Kal TwY 
adrav Sexrixdv. Hi dé éd€aro rd wopvetoa 4H mvevuarixh Pvois, 6uoovaros otoa TH ayev- 
virw dvoov &c, sicque sanitati omnia restituuntur. Modo pro xal rwy airwyr legas 
kal 7d avr.” 

Codex Regius reads éxremopvevxévar. All the marginal suggestions of the ~ 
Bodleian ms. are set down as if they occurred in its original text. 

How ‘omnia sanitati restituuntur’ by reading 7d ai’rd for rév atray I cannot 
see. God and the mvevyarixh Ports would hardly even by the impious Heracleon 
be called 76 airé. The point is not that 7d avrd is dexrixdv T&v évaytiwy. The only 
deduction from this and the following sentence would be that God being (?) identical 
with the rvevyarixh dicis is capable of contrary things to what it is capable of, i.e. 
I suppose 7d uu) mopveioa, which deduction is not dvéc.v, The point is rather 
that God and the mv. gicis, being 6uoovcra, are rev ab’ray Sexrixd. Sense can be 
extracted from Grabe’s conjecture, adopted by Hilgenfeld, é7: wavrés. xadod-7d 
mvedpa Kal Tav évavTiwvy ov Sexrixdv. The argument would then be I suppose some- 
what as follows. Td mveiua is not dexrixdy of good and evil at the same time. 
The mvevyarixh piois édéfaro 7d Kaxdv: therefore it cannot déyecOa 7d Kaddv: and 
therefore God, being éxoovc.os with it, is not dexrixds Tod Kadod, and is therefore 
dexrixds Tay évaytiwy i.e. of evil. But the objections to it are insuperable: (a) It 
makes Origen guilty of unparalleled obscurity. (8) It has no support whatever 
from the mss. (,) It is based on the unfortunate conjecture rév évayriwy, (5) It 
would require ro évayriov. (e) It makes 7d mveGua=7% mvevparixh pivots. 


INDEX OF PASSAGES OF SCRIPTURE QUOTED, EX- 
PLAINED, OR REFERRED TO BY HERACLEON. 


The figures refer to the number of the page. Square brackets have been used 
where the reference is doubtful. 


Gen, (88. 3 votiutndsGi aeiweso ine 93 Jo. iv. 16 6.00. <deieeeee -a 73 £. 
(Bs. oxiz. (xvii) 6. fs. Sat. es 79] LY ..ceuis Tae ee ee 74 
Ps rik, (evn) 10 i... case races 69 18 f. oo. ....c0ssunesecesmeeen eee 75 
Is BRR se cath vse. avenge eee 93 20 f: ..c 74.005. <n 76 
Wi hy Dinas d 5 tetas ad coe ee 93 Rr eee Ee 78 f. 
RSV ois siege ists teh avcomeeeee 92] ys EPR PER Si 80 
Sars) Wits Bhan. ceScietic tines after 69] BA. ae ss Seat ee 79, 81 
PRISER, SEKI, 16 ys sazacewes sonar niecens 80] 2O—27. ones ccsdsseenntncewnnvene 82 
TOR 0 398 BE aie Sa aie 101] 2B—B1 is heb hea Sone 83 
Mt WI, 1D Biicss shorn doe eae 93 32—84..). 4.0), KW. eee 84 
BM BE e555 tins shakes iva ess ee 86 BG . 5... Vad. cesdks vente rks ae 86 
0s Br ikki ede es 92 86 .220..08. RA ee 87f 
2 a YP Pree Pee | > eRe. 58 BT css. Tivdesscadbaveee ree 88 
REL: PGsincaesesisssdnseosele 69 BS fol veld dares 89 
WHT: BG. BBs) csics wets deVaesns as 99 4O 2. dsvciiecgace areata 90 
BEV Loelscisadevn outers 84 POTTS PM 91 
FEM. wikis BO. 0s couse ne cseesGuomiest 101] 4G acdea tse MBse eae nage 91 
DaO sn FPN BO sods ie vc osk bacs tan idee en eae 65 AT—AD. vis acc. cstcbalecleeeee 92 
Bs ca Uae Dene vets casihas tac duers . 58 50—58 ....0ccscs.ves oeneeeeee 93 
MB ET. oi nos csnneh oie en ctiont 102 G4. coaias 0h cs esey Caeeebeaeeneane 92 

ee ie 6 Poca ai 80 A See ee 101 

MeN 8 Tp Ss sca bs txses ee gnarecos 50, 80 Will, 12 0:....c..d0cd: woah 95 f. 
RA ch ndsacdder sitive va sevecateteeeds 53 SLf. 4 amcnieh cee 95 f 
ES csiarscasoaves trot paGinctodscnaiah 55 B74. vi. cckiecdnee Cee 97 
| RARE PNET Tre ee OED Sates 56 AB | ocivedses dope ce 97 
BL iccccienDRAvesidae teeter 56, 58 44 es cenasg rasnvte tn 97, 98, 100 
DW Mises cachitettansunees tenets 56 BT ocrssicas¥evcsnseaeeea cee 97 
TEs w¥vn whe suaebnd saved uadiertinee 61 50... .wccesdscpicaseey eee 101 
Pp Re RSE EME TS 62f. Bom. 1. 2Beic.0..svdsabscciccasmeeeee 79 
RRR Rye sa AN Aa, 65 ['¥.. 2D... :cvesiesoreeesaecuedeeeeee 72] 
Me ES Be: as ksiicnn yaaetancdoce ees 66 f. Wis BL .icsccescccdvuncircintee cee 92 
BO ys ccdtsde xexapeuacster eee 68 f ST11,-4, ......cecrenedccsas eget eee 101 
: | POA ee Oreos SURE = 69 1 Cor. x. .BidiNAjeeeve eee 79 
BD Se aisnceenbacacea eee 70 f. 0 A CCE 92 
O95 9D oy ncosucaescteer tee Meee 84 Gal ~ ti. 19. whoa sce 89 
LM sav din sani eaves eraetees 73. 23 Tint. Boil8noss 444i 103 
BS cxesawesaWoadeteersitimeueneees 18 Hebe 85 Tiwi ae 68 


INDEX OF GREEK WORDS IN THE FRAGMENTS 
OF HERACLEON. 


The figures refer to the number and line of the Fragments. 


"ABpadpu 44, 9 avrixpus 19, 9 
dyyedixh Takis, h 40, 48 dvTAnua 30, 5 


dyyeros 21, 27; 35,17; of ris oikovoulas dvwhev 17, 27; 40, 11 
dryy. 36, 7; of ayy. To Anmovpyot 40, aéla 46, 19 


37 déparos 24, 2 
dryew, els pwricpov K.T.r. 2, 8 dmradddrrev 19, 23 
dyia Tov aylwy 13, 7 amoria 41, 4 
dyvoety 18, 9 dro0jkn 32, 8; 33, 6 
dyvoa 19, 13; 40, 10; 41, 3; 47, 6 adroxatadoracts 34, 4 
adidxpiros 17, 30 daroddtvar 23, 5 
dbavacia 40, 19 dmpéamdoxos 16, 9 
GOdvaros 40, 14 dmwdeva 23, 13; 40, 52 
alaOnors 40, 22 dpyas 11, 3 
aidv 1,6; 18, 21; 22,2; 23, 14; 38,3 dpiO uss 16, 7 
aiwvos 17, 16; 34, 7; 42, 6 dpvetobar 50, 19 
dxpaios 32, 7 dpxepeds 13, 8 
addébrpros 40, 56 acbeveiv 40, 9 
dAdws 19, 15 doxnuoatvn 19, 10 
dpaprnua 40,10; 41, 4 arerjs 10, 7 
daptia 10, 4; 40, 26 etc. drovos 17, 2 
dmeretv 19, 13 drpopos 17, 43 
dvds 10, 3 atugia 40, 29 
dvdBaots 13, 4 dpavigew 13, 29 
dvadexvivas 2, 9 dgeots 40, 33 
dvaipetvy 12,3; 40, 25 dpOapoia 40,18; 41, 4 
dvaxpacts 18, 7 dxpavros 24, 2 
dvanioxew 17,19; 46, 26 

_dvadoby 14, 3 Badds 23, 5; 30, 5 

dvatraver Oa 34, 5 Bamrriorys 3, 7; 8, 27 
dvamavots 12, 3; 31, 5; 32, 9; 33, 6;  Bacwrsxéds 40, 1 

42, 5 Bybavia 9, 5 
dvdoracts 15, 5 Bonde 13, 6; 40, 28 
dvaotpopy 27, 21 Bp@ua 31, 4 
dvarpépe 36, 8 
dveritnoeos 43, 3 TadiAala 40, 11 
dynrodv 13, 28 vyapos 12, 6; 38, 3 
dvodos 13, 2 yéevva 40, 16; 46, 23 
avoixeos 11,6; 40, 40 yéveots 1, 24; 2,6. 


dvoula 46, 31 vyevvay 46, 25 
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yévynpa 82,3; 46, 24 
yan 43,4; 46, 18 


dépua 13, 32 

Anmovpyds 1, 24; 8, 37; 20, 16; 22, 18; 
40, 38 

did Boros 20, 7; 44, 4; 45, 2; 46,3 

did ears 27, 2; 50, 17 

Siaxplvew 17, 31 | 

diavociv 5, 7; 30, 3 

dvaviooew 17, 38 

diaxerplfecOa 42, 9 

déyua 40, 13 

d6fa 17, 3 

doddos 5, 32; 40, 37 

Sivas 18, 21; 14, 3; 17, 14; 18, 6; 
27,2; 31, 5 

dvombpioros 17, 42 


éyxaranelrew 18, 27 
€Ovixés 20, 11; 21, 11; 50, 29 
elxwy 13, 3; 16, 6; 22,9 
elhixpwds 40, 44 
éxBadrew 14, 2 

éxBr0 few 17, 27 

éxduxety 48, 3 

éxduxos 48, 4 

éxxAnola 18, 33; 15, 5; 25, 2; 37,3 
éxréyew 36, 13 

éxroy? 37, 5 

éxmlrrew 24, 14 
éxtropvevew 19,12; 24, 15 
éxpuody 13, 22 

éXatrwv 8, 37 

"EdAny 21, 23 

éuBdadr«v 46, 26 
éugionua 16, 9 
évdeixvucba 17, 30 
évotecOa 40, 18 

&viupa 5, 52 

évépyeia 13, 22 

evepyewv 1, 35; 35, 11 
éveotws 32,5; 38, 3 
évixds 37, 6 

évvora 27, 2 

évoixety 10, 9 

évruyxavew 39, 6 

évwors 18, 7 

€oprh, 7 weyady 12, 1 
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émdnula 40, 45 
émOuula 46, 5 
émidelrew 17, 7 
émidvew 8, 31 

émluox Gos 17, 42 
émiometpew 32, 11 
émloracba 25, 3 
ématpépew 38, 6 
émirnoctos 32, 7; 33, 5 
émitnoelws 40, 17 
émcxopnyetv 17, 27 
épnuos 5,7; 20, 9 
Eppwpévws 40, 43 
ésxaros 11, 4 

€rouos 32, 7; 36,13 
evayyenlfecbar 27, 16 
evdoxety 22, 6 
eUmiotos 40, 35 
evptoxew 13, 11 
evoxnuovws 19, 1 
éx.dva 46, 24 


fHros 14, 1 
fworo.ety 40, 33 


’"HXlas 4, 8; 5, 39 
*Hoalas 5,81; 40, 54 
nxos 5, 8 


Oddacca 40, 8 

6éXnua 31, 4; 46, 5 
GeooéBera 24, 10 
Oeplfew 34,4; 35,5; 36, 10 
Oepiou.ds 32, 3; 33, 5 
Oeprorys 34, 2; 35, 16 
Oécis 46, 12 

Opéupa 17, 5 

OvecOar 10, 11; 12, 4 
Ovola 13, 18 

Owyas 50, 11 


"TaxwB 17, 5 

iepbv 13, 8 

“Tepooédupa 13, 1; 20, 11 

“Iepovoadhu 13, 3 

"Tovdaia 22, 5; 40, 12 

Tovdato: 20, 12; 21, 11; 22,8; 42,3 
"Iwavyns 4,7; 5, 7; 7,5; 8, 36; 10,3 


KaOapdbs 24, 2 
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Kkaborikes 40, 5; 50, 12 

kaborxds 50, 8 

xaxla 13, 30; 18, 24; 20,9 

karaBalvew 11, 3; 40, 31 

karanelrrew 27, 3 

KaTtaddnros 17, 30; 50, 14 

karackevagew 5, 79; 13, 31; 16, 5 

KatacKeun 33, 8 

xateNOeiy 8, 29; 11, 5; 40, 50 

Kadapvaovu 11, 4; 40, 6 

képdos 13, 16 

keppariorys 13, 14 

kAjots 18, 5; 27, 16 

kowdrepov 5, 70 

Koda few 48, 7 

komay 36, 6 

kétros (?) 36, 9 

koomxkés 17, 4; 18, 8; 27, 21 

kécpos 1, 3; 8, 2; 11, 5; 18, 20; 20,7; 
27, 6; 31,9; 37,2; 40, 43 

xpids 10, 10 

xpvos 36, 10 

- «tlows 20, 11; 22, 19 

ktlorns 20,11; 22, 20 

kuBeurys 13, 29 

kuplws 46, 20 


harpela 13, 18; 19, 13; 24, 10 

arpevew 20, 14; 21, 24; 22,19 

Aevis 50, 11 

Aevirns 13, 10 

Aewrixés 5, 63 

Adis 8, 38 

' Nivov 13, 23 

Aoyixds 24, 10 

Nbyos, 61,7; 5, 6; 22,7; 33,8; 44,5; 45,1 


paprupla, dvOpwrlvyn 39, 7 
Mar@aios 50, 10 
paxatpa 48, 4 

péyeBos 8, 29 

pepixéds 50, 12 

peoirys 36, 7 

peodrns 40, 7 
peraBadrdew, see 40, 68 
peTtaBonry 5, 30 
perarlOnu 5, 28 
pucbds 34, 3 

Movoedns 37, 5 
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poppy 2, 7 
péppwots, rpwrn 2, 6 
Mwo7jjs 48, 5 


vads 16, 6 

vixos 40, 20 

voeiy 1, 35; 8, 36; 13,6; 22, 8; 35,17 
vopupos 18, 10 

vouobérns 48, 8 

vouos 20, 10; 40, 25 

vécos 40, 32 


févos 13, 16 
EvXov 13, 26 


ddnyetoOa 39, 5 

oixeios 5, 27; 23, 6; 40, 49 

olxelws 40, 21 

olknrnpiov 20, 9 

oixovoula 8, 32; 11, 2; of ris olk. dyyerou 
36, 7 

oixovpévyn 22, 8 

dporoyetv 4, 7; 8, 38; 19,2; 26, 5; 50,7 

duoroyla 50, 2 

évopocla 46, 18 

dpos 20, 6 

ovala 43, 4; 44,7; 45,2; 46, 2 

dgus 46, 24 


mados 12,2; 38, 4 

mavoupyla 6, 10 

Tmapadoxy 33, 7 

mapadeots 10, 8 

mapovola 27, 7 

meprypagy (?) 2, 8 

mepioobrepov 10, 4 

Ilérpos 21, 22 

wravav 22,17 

wrdvn 22, 16; 23, 6; 24,9; 47, 6 

wrdopa 16, 7 

trHpwua 13, 11; 18, 5; 22, 10 

wrnodgew 18, 25 

mvedua 13, 6; 17, 138; 24, 8; 27, 7; 7d 
dy. mv. 13, 22 

mvevparikds 2, 3; 15, 4; 20, 15; 23, 12; 
24, 15; 37, 3 

mvevpaTikas 24, 6 

twoditela 50, 3 

Tmoditever Oat 40, 44 
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moduvmparyyovety 5, 61 

tovnpos 40, 56 

movnpas 42, 2 

mopevecbat, els POopdav 42, 10 
mpetrévTws 19, 8 

mpbBarov 10, 7; 12, 3; 13, 13 
mpbdpomos 8, 22 

mpovaos 13, 9 

mpocayew 27, 8 
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